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The Legislative Commission on Rural Resources was estab,
Ushed by Chapter 428 of the Laws of 1982, and began its work in
February 1983. A bipartisan commission, its purpose is to pro-
mote a state-level focus and avenue for rural affairs policy and

program development in New York State.

The commission provides state legislators with a unique
capability and perspective from which to anticipate and approach
large-scale problems and opportunities for the states rural
areas. It seeks to amplify the efforts of others interested in
such policy areas as agriculture; business, economic development,
and employment; government and management; environment, land use,
and natural resources; transportation; housing, community facili-
ties, and renewal; community life; and health care.

In order to obtain a clearer picture of problems and oppor-
tunities, the commission invited people to informal discussions

at a Statewide Rural Development Symposium, held October 5-7,
1983. The symposium was the first such effort in the state or
nation. Workshop participants undertook in-depth examinations
of key policy areas the commission believed were critical to the

state's future rural development. The purpose of the symposium

and of the public hearings that followed was to catalog the
strengths of rural New York, to define its problems, and to
establish goals for the next two decades.

This publication constitutes the joint efforts of the com-

mission and researchers at Cornell University. It was initiated
because of the general lack of informational resources available
to public policy leaders that could provide a comprehensive view
of trends underlying the strengths and problems that help shape
the quality of life in New York State.

Professor Paul R. Eberts, of the Department of Rural Soci-
ology at Cornell University, and author of this report, is to be
commended for undertaking this monumental effort on behalf of the
commission. A review of the literature shows thii study to be
one of the first of its kind-done in this state or anywhere

else. The report helps fill a significant void in the availa-
bility of information on rural New York for use by policymakers
everywhere.



Those who use this report are urgently invited to partici-
pate in the statewide discussion process being coordinated by the

commission that will help guide rural New York into the 21st
century. The reader's support, disagreement, or commentary on
specific points contained in this document is invited and will

have a strong influence on the final outcome of the commission's
work.

SENATOR CHARLES O. COOK
Chairman, Legislative Commission

on Rural Resources
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Introduction

If we would first know where we are and whither

we are tending, then we could better tell where

we want to go and how to get there.
--Abraham Lincoln

Information seeded by policyrkers. Effective policy-

makers require three kinds of information in support of

their decision making--first, information to clarify the

goals they wish to uphold and achieve; second, information

on trends in important societal and socioeconomic factors

affecting these goals; and third, information on the causal

policy strategies for achieving their goals in the light of

current trends.

First, policymakers need clarity regarding the goals

they wish to achieve. Certain of these goals form the very

basis of our kind of government and are set down in our

founding documents--liberty, equality, democracy, justice,

support for individual initiative and dignity, and for peo-

ple most in need, and so forth. But because we have so many

institutions in our society to deal with and uphold these

goals, and because some aspects of these goals are heavily

influenced by certain other social factors, it is not always

easy to rank-order the goals policymakers seek to uphold.

The rank-ordering of these goals varies for any given his-

torical period. Thus, policymakers must often expend extra-

ordinary effort simply to relate any given policy to the

array of basic goals they wish to uphold. These kinds of

activities are part and parcel of various aspects of the

political process--everything from wheeling and dealing in

the legislative bargaining process to campaigning and elec-

tioneering with the general public. It is in such political

processes as these that clarity in the general rank -ordering:

of these goals is achieved.

Second, policymakers require information on trends

in the major indicators of the goals which they value most

highly, and on trends in the major causal factors which

cause changes in these things, processes, and conditions

1
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they most value. It was for identifying such trends that
Lincoln sensed a need for information. Upon receiving
knowledge of such trends, policymakers adjust their policies
in order to achieve their overall goals. The bulk of this
report will deal with identifying and understanding these
trends, and how they generally impact on certain goals and
policies.

Policymakers also need a third sort of information--
namely, clarity on the ways in which changes in current
policies can effectively influence either the causal factors
of the things they most value or the valuable things them-
selves so that, ultimately, their goals are achieved. The
nature of policy-relevant causal models--as social scien-
tists call them--is not always self-evident to analysts or
policymakers. These models should be eplicit on how vari-
ous social factors affect each other, are affected by gov-
ernment policies, and affect the goals of policymakers.

For instance, most people probably agree that to keep
unemployment low is a good thing. At the very least, unem-
ployed people often find it very difficult to achieve human
dignity. High unemployment violates one of the overarching
values of our society--most people believe that human dig-
nity is a good thing. But the public policies which produce
lower unemployment rates themselves are not self-evident.
Usually analysts agree that greater government investments
in the economy are necessary. But the nature of such in-
vestmentsfor instance, whether in roads and infrastruc-
ture, or in subsidies for certain businesses, or in reduced
taxes, and so forth--is not always self-evident in terms of
comparative effects. Indeed, arguments about the causal
factors which produce lower unemployment rates represent
some of the major issues between political parties. Legis-
lators are often elected to office on the basis of their
ability to convince their constituencies that one model is
more effective than another in achieving certain basic
goals. In any case, clarity in empirically supported, docu-
mented, and policy-relevant causal models which interrelate
major causal factors, achievable goals, and potential chang-
es in public policies is also necessary for effective pol-
icymakers.

home of this report. Of these three kinds of policy-
relevant information, this report focuses primarily on
trends in some of the major indicators of goals and their
presumed causal factors. It will deal with the other two
types of important information only in a limited way.
Knowledge of these trends, as Lincoln sensed and as noted
above, is fundamental for effective policymaking. As noted
above, the goals- and model-related information bases are
often formulated in response to the trends, and established
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*rough political programs. The trends on the most impor-

tant indicators of the values --or of factors (often socio-

economic) which causally affect these values -- exist indepen-

dently from any given political program and constantly

impinge on these programs. Such tread analyses are neces-

sary information ingredients for making appropriate adjust-

ments-in political programs, as Lincoln implied, in order to

more fully achieve the goals for which legislators were

elected. It is these trends, on over thirty basic social

indicators, which will be examined below.

Overview of social changes in New York. New York

State is clearly undergoing numerous social changes, both

large and small, and many of these changes have occurred

relatively rapidly. For instance, every county in the state

now has well over half of its work force engaged in service

industries rather than manufacturing and agriculture In-

deed, the five boroughs (counties) of New York City, and

most of their surrounding counties, as well as Albany and

Tompkins Counties upstate, have between 80 and 90,percent of

their work forces in the tertiary-service sector- A great

many more, including even Hamilton County in the middle of

the Adirondack Mountains, have over 70 percent of their work

forces in the service sector. Nearly every county shows

groWth in this sector and decline in the manufacturing and

agricultural sectors from the standpoint of percentages of

work forces employed.

In many of the rural counties, the changes since 1950

have been dramatic. In thirty-five of New York's forty-four

rural counties in 1950, more than 40 percent of the work

force was engaged in a combination of agriculture and manu-

facturing. By 1980, just thirty years later, only nine of

those thirty-five counties had at least this level of agri-

culture and manufacturing. Most of the changes occurred due

to losses in the agricultural sector, but the manufacturing

sector was also not immune to losses. The service indus-

tries--retail and wholesale trade, education, and health

being the largestnow generate 65 to 90 percent of the

employment in more than two-thirds of New York counties.

These changes, then, have occurred quickly and are of

such magnitude that policymakers often find it difficult to

chart a realistic court). of responses. On indicators such

as these, as well as on a number of others, Lincoln's dictum

remains important. Just where are we tending? Where do we

want to go? And how must we adjust current trends so as to

get where we want to go?

his of the study. This report centers primarily

on the first of these questions: where are we tending?

During 1983-1984, the New York Legislature's Commission on
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Rural Resources, a bipartisan effort, is assessing these
trends and developing goal statements for rural New York in
a number of issue areas. Reported here are data on repre-
sentative trends relevant to the goal statements. The study
is based primarily on data from the U.S. Bureau of the Cen-
sus and other government agencies, largely because of the
relative convenience in amassing such data. A complete
listing of data sources is given in appendix D. Limiting
the study to these data sources precludes dealing with cer-
tain issues such as quality of the physical environment.
More extensive data are obviously necessary in order to move
to comprehensive goal statements. Still, it is valuable to
bring together some representative socioeconomic trends in a
single document. An early draft of this report was develop-
ed specifically for use by participants at the first State-
wide Legislative Symposiur on Rural Development, October
5-7, 1983, sponsored by the Commission on Rural Resources.

Vetere of the indicators ie the study. Certain indi-
cators are considered basic for understanding social change
in localities. We have already noted the relevance of eco-
nomic base and industrial structure. In addition, changes
in demographic structurepopulation size, density, and
age-sex distributionsare also fundamental to locality
analysis. Together, the industrial and demographic indica-
tors describe in general the people in a locality and what
they do.

Also important for understanding social change is to
know what people have achieved and how they are likely to
feel about things. These elements were examined in terns of
the income and educational levels of people in the various
types of counties, and in terms of some common indicators of
personal and social well-being, including levels of marital
disruption, suicide, and homicide.

Organization of the report. Reflecting the four gen-
eral kinds of indicators, this report contains four substan-
tive sections ----on demography, industrial base, socioeconomic
attainment, and personal well-being. The data are presented
in trend-line graphs for six different types of counties and
for the four census periods, 1950, 1960, 1970, and 1980.
Data for each of the trend-line graphs are also presented in
table form in appendix A, while data for individual counties
are reported in appendix B. Trend-line graphs for the dif-
ferent groupings of counties permit almost'instant,recogni-
tion of whether a trend is increasing or, decreasing, and
whether the gap between rural and metropolitan counties is
widening or narrowing. From such formulations, it is easier
to assess some of the prospects and problems of rural coun-
ties.

Rural and metropolitan counties are aggregated into
six sets in the analysis to permit easier comparison of the

19



trends. Two sets of metropolitan counties are identified- -
the downstate and upstate --and four sets of rural counties,
depending upon the extent of urban influence on them. The

map at the beginning of this report identifies the six dif-

ferent county types. The rationale for the groupings is
presented in detail in the next section. Presenting trend-

lines of groups of reasonably similar counties, rather than

those of each county separately, reduces the effects unique

to each county, but shows the general progress of each in-

dicator over time.

This analysis underscores the great divers:.ty that

exists within the state overall, as well as within and
between its rural and metropolitan areas. Certainly there

are important differences between the North Country and its
problems and opportunities compared to Central New York,
just as there are between Buffalo and New York City. Only
by recognising and understanding such differences and their

dynamics can sound public policy be developed. The general
trend-patterns among the indicators for such localities can
tell us where they are going, and whether they are going in

desirable directions.

An imporant perspective throughout this report is

predicated on the underlying principle that rural areas in

New York represent major alternatives to urban living.

Along with general trends in the United States as a whole

from 1970 to 1900, rural counties in New York also grew
faster than the metropolitan. Indeed, between 1970 and 1980

cumulative effects on population in metropolitan counties

showed a marked decline while the vast majority of rural'

counties continued their steady population increase. Some

of this rural growth is due to metropolitan New Yorkers

moving into rural areas, joining the three million or so
people already living there. Such people apparently find
living in more open spaces and among rural institut:.ons more
satisfying than living in their urban counterparts. These

three million people represent a population total larger

than is found in 25 other states. For many people, then,

rural living is a major alternative to urban living. Thus,

it is important to preserve and enhance the quality of life

in rural New York, and to analyse the progress of trends in
socioeconomic and well-being indicators as a first step in

this enhancement. The patterns in these trends teU us not
only where we are going, but whether they are taking us
toward places we wani-to go.

The major thrust of this report is to understand how
the more rural counties in New York differ from the more
metropolitan counties on basic social indicators in order to

illuminate the problems, prospects, and potential policy
issues the state faces now and in the future. As several
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commentators have pointed out, it is too late to change very
much in the present. But it is not too late to plan for the
future. The twenty-first century is fast approaching. Only
fifteen short years separate us from it. What directions
are Nev York State's rural counties moving in? Are these
the directions we would choose? Which trends might we want
to modify? Supplant? Reinforce?

Section i explains haw the counties were grouped, and
why. The following four sections present the four basic
kinds of data, in trend-line graphs, for each of the county
types. The final sections contain major gene cations
fron the study, and some reflections on Implications for
state goals and policies.

21



I. A Typology of New York State Counties

Before rural and metropolitan localities can be com-
pared, a basis for distinguishing rural from metropolitan
counties must be established. At one level, the distinction
is very-easy. New York City is certainly metropolitan; Ham-
ilton County, in the middle of the Adirondacks, is certainly
rural. "Borderline" counties present a problem, however.
For instance, is Dutchess County, with nearly half (43.3

percent) of its quarter-million population living in non-
urban places of less than 2,500 people, a rural county, an
urban county, or a metropolitan county with a part-rural
population?

Obviously, in order to resolve such issues, some cri-
teria must be established. The selection of criteria is a
matter of judgment based in part on one's experiences with

such issues. Different people can always think of objec-
tions to any particular criteria, or would like to substi-
tute those deemed more important. Analytically, the goal of

a typology is to emphasize differences between localities

when in fact such differences are really found. "Better"

criteria are those that sharpen the differences between the

more rural and more metropolitan counties, if indeed such

differences really exist between them.

Criteria for typological groupings. In general, a

typology of counties constructed in a research study should

meet five criteria. The typology should:

1. create groupings of counties which will present
statistical differences between the groupings on a
set of important indicators (in this case it is

also hoped that these differences will have some
relevance to policy alternatives for the state as
a whole);

2. be as objective (and nonpejorative) as possible
about which counties are assigned to each group-
ing;

3. have some counties from every part of the state in

each grouping (a methodological requirement);

7
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4. produce approximately equal numbers of cases in
each grouping within the typology (another method-
ological requirement);

5. group similar counties, even if some "borderline"
counties remain ambiguous regarding which grouping
is really most appropriate for them.

Metropolitan counties. One obvious criterion separat-
ing New York State counties is population size, with its
correlat3 of population density. Even using population size
as a major criterion, however, does not specify where the
breakpoint tatween metropolitan and rural should occur. In

1970, the U.S. census made the break, arbitrarily, so that a
county with 100,000 or more in total population, and con-
taining a city of 50,000 or more, was considered the central
metropolitan county. By these criteria, however, a county
like Suffolk (with 1.28 million people) would not be classi-
fied as a central metropolitan county because it has no
central city of 50,000 or more, even though it does have
towns seven times that large. It would instead be classed a
metropolitan ring county.

In this report, no distinction is drawn between cen-
tral and ring metropolitan counties; both are simply classed
as metropolitan. A breakpoint of 200,000 in county popula-
tion is used for separating metropolitan from nonmetropoll -
tan (or rural) counties. Counties with more than 200,000 in
population are considered here to be metropolitan, and those
with less are considered rural. Such a classification makes
Broome County, with 213,648 total population, the smallest.
metropolitan county. The next largest county is Ulster,
with 158,158 people in 1980, which is classified as non -
metropolitan (or rural). The difference of over 50,000
people between Broome and Ulster counties makes the 200,000
breakpoint a convenient one --very few counties are likely to
grow so much or decline so much as to be "borderline" on
this criterion in the next decade. By this formulation,
eighteen New York counties are metropolitan and forty-four
are rural.

Table 1 presents some basic data for these counties.
It shows that two counties, Dutchess and Orange, might be
possible exceptions to this formulation. They each have a
total population of around 250,000, they are nearly 45 per-
cent nonurban, and the largest city in each has less than
30,000 people. Rather than make exceptions for them, how-
ever, we can introduce another criterion, dividing the
metropolitan counties by the percentage of rural (or non-
urban) population- -that is, the percentage of people who do
not live in places of 2,500 or more people. It so happens
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Table 1. Metropolitan Counties in Mew York State, Classified According to

Population Size and Percent Rural (Non- Urban), 1980

Type 1. Metropolitan - Downstate - Vastly Urban

Population Percentage Percentage Population of

County Sims Commotinje, Rural** Largest City

Bronx 1,168,972 17.6 00.0 (Bronx)

Rings 2,230,936 44.2 00.0 (Kings)

Nassau 1,321,582 35.9 00.3 57,045

(Levittown)

New York 1,428,285 10.5 00.0 (New York)

Queens 1,891,325 52.5 00.0 (Queens)

Richmond 352,121 46.4 00.0 (Richmond)

Rockland 259,530 27.5 1.2 35,859
(New City)

Suffolk 1,284,231 27.6 3.7 44,321
(Brentwood)

Westchester 866,599 25.0 5.2 195,351
(Yonkers)

Type 2. Metropolitan - Upstate Area - Partly Rural

Albany 285,909 10.7 13.8 101,727

(Albany)

Broome 213,648 5.1 26.7 55,860

(Binghamton)

Dutchess 245,055 12.6 43.3 29,757
(Poughkeepsie)

Erie 1,015,472 3.9 11.5 357,870
(Buffalo)

Monroe 702,238 1.9 11.8 241,741
(Rochester)

Niagara 227,354 17.6 28.1 71,384
(Niagara Palls)

Oneida 253,466 5.8 36.7 75,632
(Utica)

Onondaga 463,920 3.4 17.6 170,105
(Syracuse)

Orange 259,603 16.8 43.3 23,438
(Newburgh)

* Percent Commuting is here defined as the percentage of the labor force

which works outside the county of residence.
** Percent Rural is here defined as the percentage of the population which

lives in places of less than 2500 people.
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that, if the eighteen metropolitan counties (those with more
than 200,000 people) are divided into those with more than
10 percent nonurban and those with less than 10 percent non-
urban, then nine counties fall into each grouping. More-
over, the nine which have less than 10 percent of their
population living in rural places are all in the New York
City area, while the remaining are farther upstate.

Table 1 groups the metropolitan counties into these
two types, and gives statistics on their population size,
percentage of rural population, percentage of population
that commutes outside the county for work, and the popula-
tion sire of the largest place in the county. A number of
differences are obvious among these counties. The downstate
metropolitan counties (type 1) have larger populations, have
more of their labor forces commuting outside their county of
residence for work, and have many fewer people classified as
rural than the upstate metropolitan counties (type 2).

Rural comities. The remaining forty-four counties in
New York State are considered nonmetropolitan or rural.
These counties obviously have degrees of %liminess" (or
"urbanness"). Some of them--such as Schenectadyare cer-
tainly very urban and close to being metropolitan. Schenec-
tady has 89.1 percent of its nearly 150,000 people living in
places with more than 2,500 persons; it has a large center
of 68,000 people and nearly 25 percent of its labor force
commutes outside the county for employment. Sut its total
population of 149,946 makes it considerably smaller than the
200,000 breakpoint for being metropolitan.

Three criteria were suggested above for subdividing
the forty-four rural counties: the extent to which people
are rural in the counties (that is, live in places of less
than 2,500 people), the size of the largest place in the
counties, and the extent to which people in the counties
commute outside their county for employment (presumably to
places larger than where they live). Each of these criteria
is reasonable as an indicator of ruralness or urbanness for
the nonmetropolitan counties. However, only two of these
three criteria place the counties in groupings where they
are most similar to each other within the grouping but most
different between groupings. These two criteria are the
percentage of people in the counties who commute outside for
employment, and the size of the largest place in the coun-
ties. The latter is an important criterion because the size
of the largest place in a county often defines the general
social, political, and economic character of a county in a
"more urban" or "more rural" way. Table 2 presents the sets
of counties grouped according to these two criteria.

25
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Table 2. A Typology of New York State Rural Counties biased on Natant of Urban

Influence*

Percentage
of Work

Force Which
Commutes
Outside
County of
Residence
for Naployme:t Lauer

(19.92
or

lees)

Nigher
(202
or
more)

Size of Largest Place in County
(10400 or Name Persons)

Nigher
than 10,000

Lower
then 10,000

3.2aMensive Urban Influence

Cayuga Ontario
Fulton Oswego

Genesee Rensselaer
Madison Instep'
Nieto:emery Schemecudy

Wayne

(N LI)

4. Considerable Urban
Influence

Cattaraugusc.
Ammons
Clinton
Cortland

Otsego
St. Lawrence
Steelman

Tompkins
Ulster

Jefferson Warren
(X 12)

5- Moderate Urban Influence

Columbia
Greene
Rani lton

Herkimer
1.1vismpo ton

Or leans
Putnam

Schoharie
Schuyler
SOM.
Time
Washington
Womdag
Yates
14)

6. Limited Urban Influence

Allegany Hasse
Chanengo Franklin
Delaware Lewis

Sullivan

(N 23) (N21)

Urban influence is defined here as a function of else of Largest municipality is a
county and the percentage of the countv'e work force which commutes outside the

county for employment.

(N 25)

(N19)

Total
N 44
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Table 2 is constructed by cross-classifying the two
criterion variables of percentage commuting and size of a
county's largest place. The breakpoint closest to the medi-
an for percentage of the work force commuting was greater or
less than 20 percent; the breakpoint closest to the median
for size of a county's largest place was greater or less
than 10,000 population. Such a cross-classification produc-
es the four groupings of counties shown in table 2. These
rural counties have the following designations:

Type 3. Rural counties under extensive urban influ-
ence (higher commuting, larger urban place in
them);

Type 4. Rural counties under considerable urban
influence (lower commuting, larger urban
place in them);

Type 5. Rural counties under moderate urban influence
(higher commuting, smaller urban place in

them);

Type 6. Rural counties under limited urban influence
(lower commuting, smaller urban place in

them).

Unfortunately, such breakpoints do not produce the
ideal of equal numbers in each grouping of the typology.
The last grouping has only seven counties in it. Still, the
other indicators of ruralness in table 3 show that these
seven counties are reasonably homogeneous, and certainly
quite different from counties in any other grouping. None
of the counties in any of the groupings could be moved into
other groupings with any easy justification as to the degree
of urbanness or ruralness.

The six metropolitan -rural typological groupings. It

is clear that the groupings of counties in tables 1, 2, and
3 produce a maximum of homogeneity for counties within each
grouping, and a maximum of heterogeneity between the group-
ings on the indicators in the tables. Moreover, this set
of groupings places counties from each part of the state
in every grouping--urban influences extend throughout the
state. Differences in these types, therefore, should be
found on a variety of indicators regarding demography,
industrial base, socioeconomic distributions, and personal
well-being in these localities.

27
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The graphs and tables in this report demonstrate the
extent to which such differences are found. In each graph,
the six types of counties developed here will be examined.
County types are labeled as follows and designated by number
on the map on p. xiii, and in each graph:

Type 1. Downstate metropolitan counties--(Down
Metro);

Type 2. Upstate metropolitan counties--(Up Metro);

Type 3. Rural counties under extensive urban influ-
ence--(Ext Urb Infl);

Type 4. Rural counties under considerable urban
influence--(Cons Urb Infl);

Type 5. Rural counties under moderate urban influ-
ence (Mod Urb Infl);

Type 6. Rural counties under limited urban influ-

ence--(Lim Urb Infl).

As noted, the criterion characteristics of these

county types are presented in tables 1 and 3. The map shows
the spatial distribution of these counties throughout the
state. Graphs, with numbers in them corresponding to these
county types, have been included with the analytic discus-
sion below in order to provide a convenient reference for
the reader. The corresponding tables from which each graph
was developed are found in appendix A.

Use of the typology in this report. Specification of
differences between county types through graphs on trend
data is important for people concerned with public poli-
cies. Such graphs facilitate a quick determination of what
general directions counties are taking, whether rates of

change in them are steep or level, whether they are stable
or reversing direction, what gaps exist between county
types, and whether the gaps are increasing or decreasing.
In a society concerned with equitable treatment of individ-
uals and organizations by state and local public bodies,
familiarity with trends on key indicators surely provides
important background in considering policy alternatives.
When differences are found between county types on certain
trends, then more appropriate and precise policies cr.n more
realistically be formulated in order to nudge the trends in
the direction of desired goals. The context of decision
making about state and local policy alternatives, then,

underlies the examination of the following trend data.

, 28
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Table 3. Rev York State Rural Counties, Classified According to the
Percentage of Labor Force Commuting and Sire of Largest Place, 1980

Type 3. Rural Counties Under Extensive Urban Influence
Population Percentage Percentage Population of

County Rural Commuting Largest City

Cayuga 79,894 59.3 23.5 32,548

(Auburn)
Fulton 55,153 50.4 21.9 17,836

(Gloversville)
Genesee 59,400 63.6 23.9 16,703

(Batavia)

Madison 65,150 55.8 39.7 10,810
(Oneida)

Montgomery 53,439 54.3 24.1 21,872
(Amsterdam)

Ontario 88,909 71.3 31.6 15,133
(Geneva)

Oswego 113,901 70.9 23.8 19,793
(Oswego)

Rensselaer 151,966 38.7 43.3 56,638
(Troy)

Saratoga 153,759 53.7 46.5 23,906
(Saratoga Springs)

Schenectady 149,946 10.9 24.0 67,972
(Schenectady)

Wayne 84,581 78.8 36.9 10,017
(Newark)

Type 4. Rural Counties Under Considerable Urban Influence

Cattaraugus 85,697 65.5 15.0 18,207
(Olean)

Chautauqua 146,925 46.8 3.2 35,775
(Jamestown)

Chemung 97,656 27.1 9.9 35,327
(Elmira)

Clinton 80,750 61.9 3.0 21,057
(Plattsburgh)

Cortland 48,820 51.3 12.9 20,138
(Cortland)

Jefferson (S,151 64.3 3.1 27,861
(Watertown)

Otsego 59,075 74.7 18.0 14,933
(Oneonta)

St. Lawrence 114,254 58.7 2.9 12,634
(Massena)

Steuben 99,217 67.8 11.4 12,953
(Corning)

Tompkins 87,085 50.7 6.0 28,732
(Ithaca)

Ulster 158,158 65.2 18.5 24,481
(Kingston)

Warren 54,854 42.3 17.2 15,897
(Glens Falls)
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Table 3. (Continued, p. 2).

County

Type 5. Rural Counties Under Moderate
Population Percentage

Size Rural

Urban Influences
Percentage
Commuting

Population site
of Largest Place

Columbia 59,487 86.6 23.6 7,986
(Hudson)

Greene 40,861 81.6 27.5 4,718
(Catskill)

Hamilton 5,034 100.0 23.0 408

(Speculator)

Herkimer 66,714 50.9 27.6 9,450
(Ilion)

Livingston 57,006 68.8 30.0 6,746
(Genesee)

Orleans 38,496 70.7 34.8 6,392
(Medina)

Putnam 77,193 57.5 56.5 7,681
(Mabopac)

Schoharie 29,710 82.2 29.5 5,272
(Cobleskill)

Schuyler 17,686 100.0 42.9 2,008
(Watkins Glen)

Seneca 33,733 62.1 23.6 7,466
(Seneca Falls)

flogs 49,812 72.0 36.9 4,738
(Waverly)

Washington 54,795 61.3 28.3 7,419
(Hudson Falls)

Wyoming 39,895 73.8 28.3 4,198
(Perry)

Yates 21,459 75.6 25.8 5,242
(Penn Tan)

Type 6. Rural Counties Under Limited Urban Influence

Allegany 51,742 79.3 17.6 5,769
(Wellsville)

Chenango 49,344 83.6 17.8 8,082
(Norwich)

Delaware 46,824 75.3 14.9 4,861

(Sidney)

Essex 36,176 87.8 14.7 2,938
(Ticonderoga)

Franklin 44,929 63.8 14.9 7,668

(Malone)

Lewis 25,035 86.6 18.0 3,364
(Lowville)

Sullivan 65,155 83.7 14.2 6,306
(Monticello)



II. Population and D000lgraphic 7*auds

Population also. Population trends in New York State

are typical of those in many other states. As shown in

figure 1, metropolitan countiestypes 1 and 2 shown on the

graphsgained population from 1950 to 1970, but lost people

between 1970 and 1980, while population in rural counties --

types 3 to 6 on the graphshas increased since 1950. Net

loss in the state, however, reached nearly 600,000 people

between 1970 and 1980. Rural counties (types 3 to 6) grew

steadily but slowly as a result of natural growth and in-

migration, as people and businesses rediscovered the rela-

tive amenities of living in more rural and less congested

areas. The most rural countiesthose most remote from

urban influencesgrew the least, but even they gained pop-

ulation between 1950 and 1980. Thus the population turn-

around now found nationallywhereby migration from rural to

metropolitan localities has reversed--began earlier in New

York, before 1950, and continues to the present.

Population density. Population density is correlated

with population size. Figure 2 shows that, as total popula-

tion in metropolitan counties decline, the two types of

metropolitan counties had fewer persons per square mile in

1980 than in 1970. On the other hand, density in the more

rural counties is increasing. However, differences in den-

sity, as with population size itself, between the county

types still reach very large proportions. Metropolitan

counties are from 5 to 150 times as dense with roughly ten

times the population size of the average of rural counties.

Their central cities are, of course, also such more dense.

Based on such differences, it is little wonder that New

York's upstate and downstate populations sometimes have such

different perspectives on things, and almost amazing that

they can agree on anything.

Owsllift mite. In the midst of the population de-

cline in metropolitan counties, the number of dwelling units

presents a seemingly curious note. Figure 3 shows that the

number of occupied housing units has actually increased in

all county types. Indeed, the largest numerical increases

occurred from 1970 to 1980. The two metropolitan county

17



Figure 1. Population Size
In County Typos 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 2. Population Density
(Persons per Square Mile)

In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 3. Number of Occupied Housing Units
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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types gained 105,000+ downstate, and 140,000+ upstate, even

though both types lost population during the decade. Thus,

overall, 245,000 new households appeared in New York's

metropolitan counties and 178,000 additional households

appeared in New York's rural counties between 1970 and

1980. Such findings are especially important because house-

holds, more than population size per se, account for local

property taxes and thus represent a better indicator of con-

tribution to local and state economies. These increases in

numbers of household& are probably due to the increasing

number of single, young married, widowed, separated, and

divorced persons maintaining their own places of residence.

Adult population. A parallel important finding about

New York as a whole is that, although it is losing in total

population, it is actually gaining in its adult, economical-

ly productive population between the ages of twenty-one and

sixty-five. Figure 4 shows that the downstate metropolitan

counties lost approximately 110,000 adults between twenty-

one and sixty-five from 1970 to 1980, but the rest of the

counties gained nearly 330,000, for a net gain of about

220,000. About two-thirds of this increase was in the

rural counties, the rest being in the upstate metropolitan

counties.

Such a finding certainly projects a potentially

brighter and more productive future for New York State than

the population-loss figures of figure 1. Figure 4 also

suggests that these data eight be more important for general

use than the total population data.

It should be cautioned, however, that the 1990 census

may show a decline in the size of the adult population,

largely because there was an absolute decrease in the number

of young people (under twenty-one) from 1970 to 1980 of

about 450,000 in the state as a whole. In 1990, therefore,

there nay be a comparable deficit in the number of young

people to enter adulthood. New in- migration to New York

may make up part, but possibly not all, of this deficit.

Population pyramids. A method of determining the

likelihood of population gain or loss is through examining

population "pyramids." Two are presented in tables 4

through 7. Population pyramids are normally constructed by

displaying separately the numbers of males and females found

in every five-year age interval. Those born within a five-

year span compose a cohort. By following cohorts through

the various censuses--in every new census, each cohort ages

by ten years--and by making assumptions about birth rotes,

death rates, and migration, it is possible to estimate

future population sixes.
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Figure 4. Potential Labor Force:
Persons Aged 21 to 65

in County Types 1-6, New York State. 1950-1980
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For instance, table 4 presents data for the borough of

Queens in New York City. It shows that 70,428 males were in

the age category of birth to age four in 1970. By 1980,

only 64,396 males were found in the age ten to fourteen

category. The question is, what happened to the more than

6,000 males which were in this cohort in 1970 but not in

1980? A few, undoubtedly, died for some reason. Most prob-

ably moved away. in fact, some also moved in. The 6,000

loss is probably largely due to a net out- migration loss.

On the other hand, the male and female cohort which

was five to nine years old in 1970 showed a slight increase

by 1980. Hales increased by 83 persons (71,460 in 1980

minus 71,377 in 1970). Females increased by 2,400 persons

(71,664 in 1980 minus 69,264 is 1970). Indeed, there was

a net gain of 26,945 between 1970 and 1980 in the three
(five-year age interval) cohorts which were between fifteen

and twenty-nine in 1980. But these were the only three
cohorts in Queens to show population growth. In the same

period, overall, Queens lost a net of 95,148 persons

(1,986,473 in 1970 minus 1,891,325 in 1980) throughout its

age cohorts.

The population pyramid itself, given in table 5 for

Queens, a type 1 metropolitan county, and table 7 for Essex,

a type 6 rural county, is a schematic depiction of the data

in tables 4 and 6. These two population pyramids are con-
structed in such a way that each asterisk in the table
represents 0.25 percent of the population. (Often pyramids

are constructed where each asterisk would represent a cer-

tain number of people; here each asterisk represents a

certain proportion of people.) The data in table 5 are con-

structed from table 4, and those in table 7 are constructed

from table 6. Constructing a pyramid on the basis of pro-

portions permits an easy comparison between the shapes of

the pyramids for different time periods, or from one county

type to another. The shape of the metropolitan population

of Queens for 1970, in table 5, is certainly different from

the rural population of Essex in 1970, in table 7. Essex

has a far larger proportion of its population in the pre-

adult categories, and a smaller proportion in the early

adult years. For comparisons of particular cohorts, because

of the difficulty of counting asterisks, it is easier to use

the raw data in tables 4 and 5. But for comparing county

types it is easier to use the pyramids.

All these tables offer estimates of projections

through the year 2000. The accuracy of population projec-

tions, of course, depends upon the accuracy of projections

for each age cohort. These projections in turn depend upon

accurate predictions for in- and out-migration rates, birth

rates, and death rates. These four rates are also dependent
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upon vartous other factors. For instance, in table 5 it may
be seen that the smallest age cohort for 1970 is in the
thirty-five to thirty-nine age group. This cohort is the
one born between 1935 and 1939, in the midst of the depres-
sion, a period of economic hardship when families had fewer
children. Likewise, in tables 6 and 7 for Essex County, it
may be seen that this "depression cohort" was the very one
which became the parents of a "baby boom." Their children- -
those in the ten to fourteen age cohort--are the most numer-
ous single cohort in 1970. For some reason, children born
in this period of economic hardship, when birth rates were
low, became parents with the highest birth rates of the last
half-century. These unexpectedly high birth rates illus-
trate how difficult it is to predict the size of future
cohorts.

Still, certain assumptions can and are made about
these rates, since so much of planning requires population
projections. In general, predictions about the future
assume behaviors essentially similar to those seen in the
past, as modified by known changes. Thus the 1980 pyramid
for Essex County in table 7 shows reductions in the size of
every cohort from fifteen to nineteen years of age and old-
er. This is a general trend in nearly all New York coun-
ties, and reflects declining birth rates. At the top end of
the pyramid, larger numbers of older people are found be-
cause of declining death rates in these age categories (old-
er cohorts are larger because they are living longer).

The population pyramids for Queens and Essex Counties
are rather typical of those found in metropolitan and rural
counties throughout the state. The other pyramids fall be-
tween these two. The shapes of the Queens and Essex pyra-
mids, quite different in 1970, became more similar in 1980.
The more rectangulr-shaped 1970 pyramid for Queens con-
trasts with the more triangular 1970 pyramid for Essex. The
comparison reflects both in-migration of young adults into
Queens and lower birth rates in the metropolitan areas.
Essex reveals the effect of out-migration among its young
adults --- presumably they migrate disproportionately to metro-
politan localities. These differences also persist in the
1980 pyramids. Young adults move to the cities, but appar-
ently have fewer children per capita than their rural coun-
terparts (somewhat below "replacement" in 1980 although
barely below replacement in 1970).

It should be noted that the primary growth occurring
in rural counties, as seen in table:. 6 and 7 and found
throughout the rural counties (see appendix 8, which con-
tains statistics for individual counties), is in the 1980
cohorts aged thirty to forty-four, and in their children
aged ten to fourteen. In Essex County the size of these
cohorts is larger in 1980 than in 1970. This is not true
in Queens or most other metropolitan counties. Thus these
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cohorts have experienced net in-migration in the rural coun-
ties, but not in general in the metropolitan counties.

Such a phenomenon fits the notion that, when families
are established, children reach school age (especially
junior-high age), and parents can afford it, a dispropor-
tionate number of families move to localities outside metro-
politan areas. The same phenomenon would account for the
losses experienced in the age thirty to forty-four cohort in
the metropolitan counties. This major trend--that metropol-
itan counties lose population in their middle-age cohorts,
and rural counties' cohorts gain--seems general in New York
State.

Two further observations about the Queens and Essex
pyramids are important. First, the 1980 pyramids are much
closer in shape than they were in 1970. Comparatively, the
birth rates in rural areas dropped off by 1980 so that the
last cohort (now aged birth to four years) does not quite
replace the cohorts aged twenty to twenty-nine (the chil-
dren's parents). Thus the rural-county pyramids (see also
those pyramids in appendix B) are taking on the rectangular
shapes of metropolitan localities.

The second observation is an implication of the

first. Birth rates have traditionally been higher in rural
than in metropolitan areas. On the basis of the pyramids in
New York State counties, this generalisation still holds.
But the gap between rural- and metropolitan-county birth
rates is declining. In this regard as well, rural counties
are behaving more like metropolitan counties.

Examination of these pyramids began with the consid-
eration of whether the population between twenty-one and
sixty-five is going to increase or decline in the future.
These data suggest that it will increase at least to the
1990 census, and possibly to the year 2000. It is less
possible to predict beyond 2000 because the new generation
who will be aaults then is only now being born, and moreover
under conditions of slightly declining birth rates. Still,

the baby-boom children are now having children of their own,
and this represents a relatively large cohort (aged fifteen
to nineteen in 1980, so that they are now into their twen-
ties, and beginning to bear children). Consequently, the
working population (age twenty-one to sixty-five) in New
York probably will continue to grow both in absolute numbers
and as a proportion of the total population for the next
generation. And,_ since this is the most productive and
economically well-off segment of the population, this news
can be comparatively good news for the state, its economy,
and its future quality of life.

Thus the age composition of the population is impor-
tant in understanding the dynamics of the state and its
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localities. Among other things, the age structure indicates
what types of services may be desired or needed by resi-
dents. More details examining configurations within the
population structure, therefore, can provide additional in-
sights.

Potential labor force. Figure 5 shows the proportions
of the total population between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age. This indicator can be considered the poten-
tial adult labor force. The data's "inverse " --l00 percent
minus the percentages for these cohorts-- represents the pro-
portion of the population "dependent" on these adults for
services. Young people are "expensive" to society primarily
because they need extensive educational services; the elder-
ly are expensive because, comparatively, they need more
health-related attention. The expenses for both these
groups in our society' are borne largely by the adult labor
force.

The two metropolitan county types have the greatest
proportion of the population in the adult labor force range,
and the differences between metropolitan and rural counties
have changed little over the last three decades. These data
also reflect, as do the pyramid data above, the classical
generalization that metropolitan places do not reproduce
themselves. Young people, born elsewhere, move to metropol-
itan places to take advantage of economic opportunities
found there. The "baby-boom" phenomenon can also be noted
in figure 5, with the percentage of productive adults in the
counties showing a large drop-off during the fifties and
sixties (shown in the 1960 and 1970 data), but then increas-
ing again in 1980, when youth in the baby boom grew up and
entered the ranks of adults. The baby boos of thirty years
ago, reaching its peak in 1970, naturally then helps to ac-
count for the larger size of the present adult labor force.

Elderly. The decline of the baby boom coincided with
the rise of the elderly boom. Figure 6 presents the data
for this important phenomenon. The percentage of the popu-
lation in the sixty-five and over age category shows a clear
growth in all county types from 1950 to 1980. For the most
part these data reflect the effects of better nutrition and
better medical care increasingly found in modern society.

The most striking aspect of figure 6 is the metropoli-
tan versus rural comparison from 1950 to 1980. The elderly
showed roughly a 50 percent rate of increase in the down-
state metropolitan counties--from 8 percent to 12 percent--
but only a 15 percent increase in the rural counties--from
11 percent to 12.5 percent. By 1980, then, the proportion
of elderly varied little from county type to county type.
It ranged only from 12 percent in the metropolitan counties
to 13.5 percent in the most rural counties, a difference of
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Figure 5. Potential Labor Force (Persons 21-65)
as a Percentage of Pop'ulation

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 6. Percentage of Population
65 Years of Age and Older

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980

P

e if
r

e

E

di
e

r 4

Y

4

4

1

61r-T-t t r^--r

WM

BEST C9P1 AVALIELE

I 1 i 1 1 i -t--t-1-1-"T-1-11-1-17

46

isp



33

only 1.5 percent, whereas in 1950 there had been a gap of
three percentage points.

These shifts certainly imply changed needs regarding
care of the elderly. Whereas in 1950 the largest proportion
of the elderly were cared forprobably by their families--
in rural areas, by 1980 services for the elderly were needed
about equally in all counties. The situation is particular-

ly acute in the most metropolitan and most rural counties.
The greatest number of elderly and the greatest proportional
growth in the elderly population occurred in these sets of
counties. Aggravating the problem is the likelihood that
many of the elderly in metropolitan counties are separated

from primary family ties, having left their families for the
cities when they were younger (as we have noted above).
Services to the elderly therefore make up a major and in-
creasing need which must be faced in all counties throughout
the state.

Nonwhites. A final major demographic trend in New
York State presented here is the growth in the proportion of
the nonwhite population. Figure 7 shows that between 1950
and 1980 the percentage nonwhite increased in all county
types, but increased most dramatically in the two sets of

metropolitan counties. In downstate metropolitan counties
between 1970 and 1980, the percentage nonwhite increased by
more than 50 percent, rising from 18 percent to 28.6 per-
cent. Despite the increase in the nonwhite population in
all county types, the four rural county types still have a
very small nonwhite population (less than 4 percent).

Demographic summery. Demographic trends, then, add up

to the following conditions. New York State has a dynamic
population in each county type, and has become increasingly
heterogeneous in the decades since World War II. It has
fewer people WI. more households, more adults in their pro-
ductive years, more elderly, fewer ;*ouch, more nonwhites,
and more people and greater density in the rural counties.
No county type is so stable that it is immune to the

changes. The gaps in the trends between metropolitan and
rural counties are decreasing in most cases. Rural counties

are thus more closely approximating metropolitan counties in

their demographic structures. These shifts indicate that,
as noted above, new public issues will continually arise in

every type of county. Resources must be added or shifted to
meet the new requirements demanded by these changes. New

policies responsive to these changes must be formulated--
policies which will moderate any negative effects and imple-
ment positive effects on the various population segments.

Meeting the resource needs generated by demographic
changes in New York State hinges on trends in employment and
the industrial structure in the state. These trends are
examined in the following section.
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Figure 7. Percentage of Population Nonwhite
In Courtly Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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III. Rugloymest and Industrial Treads

The types of jobs held by people in localities are
fundamental both for characterizing the localities and for
the mil-being of residents. As noted in the introduction
to this report, modern society has increasingly moved toward

a postindustrial service economy. The jobs in such a soci-
ety are generally cleaner, more sedentary, lees dangerous,
less rigorous physically, more bureaucratically organized,
and--overall--more lucrative. Thus, on balance, for a soci-
ety to shift toward a postindustrial service economy has

definite benefits for most localities.

An important question for state policymakers is the
extent to which such benefits are evenly distributed
throughout the state, or whether some localities benefit
more than others. Moreover, service jobs often do not form
an adequate economic base for a state as a whole. Many of
them imply redistribution of wealth within a state rather

than bringing additional wealth into a state from other
regions. Manufacturing and agricultural jobs, in contrast,
often represent the basic ways in which money is attracted
into a state. Manufacturing and agriculture provide pro-
ducts people in other states find valuable and are willing

to buy, whereas many services--such as hospital care and

elementary and secondary education--are primarily aimed at

local populations.

In addition, indicators of employment and industries
in rural and metropolitan counties are fundamental to under-
standing the dynamics of other kinds of county indicators.
Indicators examined in this section include employment lev-
els, industrial composition, numbers of manufacturing firms,

and agricultural output.

Mmploymemt. The number of jobs held in the economy
has certainly been a key indicator of economic well-being in

a population. Figure 8 presents these data for each of the

six county types. It shows a steady increase in employment
in all county types between 1950 and 1980. Between 1970 and

1980, over 317,000 jobs were created in New York State.
From the standpoint of number of jobs alone, therefore, the

economy of the state as a whole looks healthy.
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Figure 8. Work Force: Number Employed
Aged 14 and Over (16 and Overkn 1970, 1980)
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950 -1980
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The largest growth in number of jobs has been in up-
state New York, especially in those counties under greater
urban influence. Figure 8 shows that, between 1970 and
1980, upstate metropolitan and high-commuting rural counties
adjacent to upstate metropolitan counties gained the most
jobs. Since the census counts people where they live rather
than where they work, and since some of the jobs in high-
commuting rural counties are those held by commuters, it is
probable that these data underestimate the number of jobs
being created in upstate metropolitan counties, and over-
estimate the number of jobs in the high-commuting rural
counties. Still, these data support the suburbanixation-
of-jobs hypothesis--that more jobs are being created in
metropolitan counties, but on their peripheries, than in the
central cities. Most of the largest central cities in both
upstate and downstate metropolitan counties lost population
between 1970 and 1980 while jobs increased in these counties
as whole sets.

On the other hand, despite growth in numbers of jobs
in every county type both upstate and downstate, the growth
has definitely slowed down compared to previous decades.
Downstate metropolitan counties showed a growth of 450,000
jobs between 1950 and 1960 and 240,000 jobs between 1960 and
1970, but less than 10,000 jobs were created between 1970
and 1980. Likewise, in upstate metropolitan counties
152,000 jobs were created between 1950 and 1960, and 227,000
between 1960 and 1970, but only 128,000 between 1970 and
1980. Jobs in the four rural county types, however, have
increased at a steady rate from decade to decade since 1950,
with the total number of jobs in the 1970-1980 decade actu-
ally (even if barely) exceeding the increase in number of
jobs in both metropolitan county types combined.

The situation, therefore, is not simply the suburbani-
zation of jobs in New York State, but a slow movement toward
ruralization of jobs. Despite high unemployment rates in
1980, more New Yorkers found jobs than ever before, and

found them disproportionately in nonmetropolitan, rural

counties. Thus, in terms of employment as well as demo-
graphic shifts, the gaps between county types are slowly
closing --jobs are slowly being distributed more evenly

throughout the state.

Potential labor force employed. Another interesting
statistic regarding employment is the proportion of the

potential adult labor force (ages twenty-one to sixty-five)
who are actually employed. The data, presented in figure 9,
are somewhat inaccurate because their numerators and denomi-
nators are based on dissimilar populations. That is, the
numerator from which the percentage is derived is the number
of people fourteen or more years of age, and the denominator

51



38

Figure 9. Work Force as a Percentage
of the Potential Labor Force

In County Types 1-6. New York State, 1950-1980

e

r

e

S

t

I

$

1

V

ire

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

52



39

is the number of people twenty-one to sixty-five. Still,

the percentage has some validity because one can imagine the
substitution of younger and older workers for those between
twenty-one and sixty-five who are not employed. Also, these
data include part-time employees in the numerator, so that
underemployment is not accounted for here. To handle the
data in any other way, however, would require the complexi-
ties of double counting (adding and subtracting) in dealing
with the student population.

In any event, figure 9 shows an increasing proportion
of people (or their substitutes) of the potential adult
labor force who are in the work force. (Technically, the
work force consists of those presently employed, while the
labor force includes both those employed plus those unem-
ployed but looking for work.) The most important thing
about figure 9 is the growth of roughly 2 percent per decade
in all counties since 1950, and the extremely high propor-
tions (over 75 percent) shown for all county types in 1980.
Despite what some may feel, on the basis of these data a
work ethic of some kind is alive in New York State, if not
always well. New Yorkers today are entering the labor force
(for whatever reason) in increasing numbers and proportions.

*nerve in labor force. A major explanation for the
increasing proportions working, of course, is that more
women have entered the labor force. Figure 10 presents data
on this indicator, and shows clearly the astounding changes
occurring in this phenomenon since 1950. All county types
show increasing proportions of women in the labor force.
But the greatest proportional increases have occurred in the
rural counties. The overall averages of women in the labor
force in 1980 ranged between 41 and 44 percent of the work
force in all county types in the state, while in 1950 only
28 percent of women were employed in the rural counties and
31 percent in the metropolitan.

The gap between the lowest and highest percentages of
females employed during these three decades has decreased
from nearly 7 percentage points in 1950 to only 2.7 percen-
tage points in 1980. These trends indicate that the most
marked changes in female employment took place in the rural
counties. They also indicate that working women--because
of a desire or need for a second income, because they have
become heads of households, because they have a desire for
increased self-fulfillment, or because they have a commit-
ment to work and career are now found almost equally dis-
tributed throughout New York State, whereas just thirty

years ago working women were a much more metropolitan
phenomenon.

Industrial sectors. Another set of indicators of

economic performance portrays the enterprises which employ
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Figure 10. Females as a Percentage
of the Work Force

In County Types 1-6. New York State. 1950-1980
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people and contribute resources (taxes, infrastructure, or
expertise) to the economy. The fundamental distinctions
among the different types of enterprises are caught in the
terms primary, secondary, and tertiary industries. Primary
industries are those concerned with extraction of products
from natural resources--farming, forestry, fishing, mining,
and so forth. Secondary industries are those which process
primary resources into other usable products, and include
durable and nondurable manufacturing enterprises. Tertiary
industries are generally called service industries, and
include a wide range of serviceseverything not in primary
or secondary industries. Thus the tertiary sector includes
such industrial categories as professional and business
services, education, health, government, construction,
transportation, wholesale and retail trade, safety, finance,
insurance, real estate services, and so forth. Together,
these three industrial sectors make up 100 percent of the
employed population or work force (as noted above, the term
"labor force" also includes the unemployed).

Tertiary industry employment. Because the overwhelm-
ing majority of employment in New York State in 1980 was 5.n
the tertiary or service sector, data for tertiary industrial
employment will be presented first. Figura 11 shows that
for 19F0, more than 70' percent of all people employed in New
York State were in the tertiary sector, and this finding was
true for all except one type of rural county (which had 66.5
percent in the tertiary sector).

Moreover, since 1950, the greatest growth in the ter-
tiary sector has occurred in the rural counties. Over 70
percent of people in the work force were already in the ser-
vice sector in 1950 in the downstate metropolitan counties.
Proportional growth in the service sector in those counties
has therefore been slower than the growth in rural coun-
ties. Service-sector employment in downstate metropolitan
counties grew just less than ten percentage points between
1950 and 1980, compared to fifteen to eighteen percentage
points in upstate metropolitan and rural counties. The

greatest growth took place in rural counties where metro-
politan influence was highest (type 3). Apparently in 1950
these counties relied more on metropolitan centers for their
services, but by 1980 were developing their own service sec-
tor. In any case, it is clear from these data that the
major growth in employment in New York has been in the

tertiary sector rather than in the primary or secondary
sectors.

It is important to understand the disparate dynamics
inherent in tertiary-sector employment. The tertiary sector
includes some of the highest-paying occupations--doctors,
lawyers, and so forth--as well as some of the lowest--non-
unionized day laborers, and many part-time employees such as
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Figure 11. Tertiary (Service) Sector
Employment as a Percentage of Work Force
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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most waitresses and clerks in retail stores. Thus, a shift
of employment toward the tertiary sector is a mixed blessing
for some people (whose employment opportunities are changed)
and possibly for the health of the economy as a whole. Fur-
ther analysis of these trends must be undertaken in order to
discover the actual dynanict within the tertiary sector. It

is impossible to present a complete analysis in this short
space, but certain trends should be noted.

Moles/Ile and retail trade. First, of those employed
in the service sector, the largest proportions are in whole-
sale and retail trade. Data on wholesale and retail trade
in figure 12 show that, first, about 30 percent of the ter-
tiary sector (and around 19 percent of the work force) con-
sists of employment in wholesale and retail trade, and,
second, the percentages have not changed such over time
Most counties showed only a percentage point or so change
between 1950 and 1980. Growth in the tertiary sector as a
whole, therefore, is not reflected in wholesale and retail
trade.

Moreover, the gap between the extreme percentages of
the metropolitan and most rural county types was 8.3 per-
centage points in 1950, but only 2.7 percentage points in
1980. The smaller gap in 1980 was the result of both a
smaller percentage of downstate employment in the retail and
wholesale sector and a larger percentage of rural employment
in this sector. Thus rural and metropolitan county types
again showed a trend towards convergence. Also, apparently
the well-recognized growth in scale of some retail estab-
lishmentsthe big chain and discount stores, with their
computer efficiencieshas been matched 4, growth in the
number of items available for trade in sorb labor-intensive
establishments. Consequently, although growth in employment
in this economic sector has occurred mainly in the rural
county types and although the gap with the metropolitan
counties is closing, the character of retail and wholesale
establishments has probably changed considerably in this
period. Further study is required to specify the exact
nature of these changes.

Public administration. As noted above, growth in the
service sector is a result of growth in a series of services
in this overall sector. Another example is given in figure
13, the proportion of the work force employed in public
administration. This figure shows very small but steady
growth throughout the state, except for the downstate metro-
politan area, where there was a slight decrease in this
category between 1970 and 1980. The much-heralded growth in
public administration and government throughout New York
State, then, appears to refer more to dollars spent than to
additional people hired.
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Figure 12. Retail and Wholesale Trade
Employment as a Percentage of Work Force
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 13. Public Administration Employment
as a Percentage of Work Force

in County. Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Education. Education is another of the local public
sectors which has had phenomenal growth since World War II.
Figure 14 reports the proportions of local work forces
engaged in education for each of the county types. Indeed,
these data do show that education has been a major growth
sector for all county types in the 1950-1980 period. In
1950, between 3 and 5 percent of the work force was engaged
in educational occupations; by 1980, 8 to 14 percent were.
Employment in education grew in every county type by more
than two and a half times between 1950 and 1980, with rural
counties showing slightly higher rates than metropolitan
counties. Undoubtedly, the growth of the State University
of New York systermany of whose units are located in rural
counties--as well as the expansion of elementary and secon-
dary education in localities due to the baby boomwhich hit
the hardest in rural localitiesaffected these high growth
rates in the proportion of the work force involved in the
educational sector.

Health. Another service sector which has experienced
considerable growth since 1950 is the health sector. As
seen in figure 15, every county type experienced a high rate
of increase in the health sector, more than doubling the
proportion of the work force engaged in health occupations
between 1950 and 1980. In 1950, every county type showed 3
or 4 percent of the work force engaged in health services;
by 1980, 8 or 9 percent were in this sector. Metropolitan
counties consistently showed greater proportions, doubtless
reflecting the large hospitals, greater number of physicians
per capita, greater number of clinics, and other more spe-
cialized health facilities found there.

Finance, insursice and real estate. As shown in
figure 16, the finance, insurance, and real-estate sector
also experienced slow but steady growth between 1950 and
1980. In 1950, from 2 to 7 percent of the work force was
engaged in this sector; in 1980, the proportions were from 4
to 11 percent. The downstate metropolitan counties clearly
dominate in this area. They had 7 percent of their work
force in this sector in 1950, and 11 percent in 1980. The
other counties had 2 or 3 percent in 1950, and 4 or 5 per-
cent in 1980. The banking system, of course, is in a highly
interrelated network. Funds get shifted easily from one
bank to another for a variety of purposes, including check
clearing and buying certificates of deposit, as funds become
accumulated for further large investments. New York City
banks are clearly hubs of these activities, but other metro-
politan centers also appear to be nodes for similar, though
less extensive, activities. Rural banks are in the periph-
eries of this network, and thus require smaller proportions
of the work force to take care of necessary local and

smaller numbers of banking functions.
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Figure 14. Employment in Education
as a Percentage of Work Force

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 15. Employment in Health Services
as a Percentage of Work Force

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 16. Employment in Finance, Insurance and
Real Estate as a Percentage of Work Force

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Similar small but steady gains in proportions of the
work force also characterize the other service sectors, in-
cluding transportation, communication, utilities, construc-
tion, public safety, and so forth. These other sectors,
however, usually comprise even smaller proportions of the
work force than those presented in figures 12 through 16.
Still, the result of all these changes is an increase both
in numbers and proportions of jobs in the various services
which make up the tertiary sector.

Manager. and professionals. Another way to think

about the tertiary sector is in the extent to which the
management, control, and planning functions of society are
expressed through it. The tertiary sector includes the
legal, accounting, financial, consulting, and planning parts
of industries which are not associated directly with extrac-
tion or processing.

Some data relevant to this notion are presented in
figure 17, the trends in proportions of the work force
engaged in managerial and professional occupations. Not
everyone represented in these data, of course, is connected
to management and control in society. The data also include
medical personnel, educators, lawyers, ministers, and so
forth, as well as managers and professionals in the other
two industrial sectors. Still, these are also people con-
cerned with management, control, and planning issues.

The trends show considerable growth in these occupa-
tions in all county types from 1950 to 1970, and reasonable
stability between 1970 and 1980. This stability is in part
due to new census definitions of professional and technical
workers in 1980, so that 1980 data are underestimated com-
pared to 1970. Downstate metropolitan counties changed the
least in these occupations. Still, at 27.2 percent in 1980,
they contain the greatest proportions of people in the mana-
gerial and professional occupations. All rural counties
also show steady growth in these occupations, with slightly
over 20 percent of their work force in these occupations in
1980.

Tertiary sector is the future. The tertiary indus-
trial sector certainly has been and appears to be increas-
ingly important in all parts of the state. Even if the

rural counties still lag behind metropolitan counties on
this important set of indicators, the gap between them is
narrowing on almost every indicator for this sector. Al-
though some people may find it difficult to believe that the
service sector represents a viable economic base, the future
of New Yorkers probably requires this assumption. Actually,
it is an assumption that has been around for more than a
decade. Those commentators who characterize America as a
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Figure 17. Manager, Professional, Technical
Employment as Percentage of Work Force

In County Types 1-6e New York State, 1950-1980
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postindustrial society point out that automation, computeri-
zation, and even robotisation of many tasks is primary and
secondary industries require fewer people to produce the
same amount of--or even moreproducts in these two indus-
trial sectors. The remaining work force, then, can concen-
trate on other types of jobs which most people find neces-
sary or desirableeducation, health, trade and commerce,
banking and business services, research and development,
politics, public administration, and so forth. Indeed, the
application of these services, especially through more
efficient and effective management, control, and planning,
often produces greeter efficiencies in the primary and
secondary sectors and makes possible greater well-being in
Society as a whole.

The corporate headquarters of multilocational firms
found throughout New York State are examples of management,
control, and planning specializations found in New York.
Moreover, it should be underscored that all these parts of
the tertiary sector, singly or in combination, can certainly
provide an economic base for any given locality as well as
for any given region or the state as a whole. Thus movement
into the tertiary sector in New York should be understood
largely in the same terms as movement into any other indus-
trial sector, and should be given similar support for train-
ing and for creating improvements.

Secondary industry employment. Employment in the
secondary industrial sector mainly consists of the manufac-
ture of durable and nondurable goods. Figure 18 presents
data on this sector for the various county types. It shows
that in most counties in New York, as is true throughout the
United States, manufacturing represents a declining propor-
tion of the work force. Both downstate and upstate metro-
politan counties lost roughly 10 percent between 1950 and
1980, with a 3 percent loss occurring in the last decade.
only the most rural counties show stability on this indica-
tor, with just over 20 percent of their work forces still
engaged in manufacturing. This percentage, however, is
about five percentage points below the other rural county
types.

The loss in manufacturing employment is especially
important to localities because the products are generally
sold outside the localities where they are produced, so that
new dollars are brought into localities from the outside for
use within the community. Thus manufacturing employment is
generally an important form of export base, and becomes a
very important form of economic base and economic engine in
any locality. Comounities simply must engage in trade with
other localities in order for them to be healthy even if, as
noted above, the trends can be in terms of services as well
as manufactured products.
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liMmafacturimg firms. Another indicator of manufactur-
ing as an economic base is the number of manufacturing firms
found in the various counties. Figure 19 presents data for
the number of manufacturing firms employing twenty or more
persons found in the various county types. It shows a
steady loss in the number of such plants for the state as a
whole since 1950, and especially for the downstate metropol-
iten counties since 1960, with over 3,500 firms moving out.
The other counties also show a net loss in such enterprises
since 1950, but in smaller numbers. Upstate metropolitan
counties show a net loss of 195 such firms, and rural coun-
ties together lost 198 such firms, roughly one-tenth the net
loss in the downstate metropolitan counties.

Similar data are found for the number of manufacturing
firms employing 100 or more employees. Figure 20 presents
these data. The one set of counties showing a continual
increase in the number of these larger manufacturing firms
is the most rural set--that is, rural counties under the
least metropolitan influence. Otherwise, between 1970 and
1980 considerable losses (of 269 larger firms) continue to
be registered in the downstate metropolitan counties, while
smaller losses (a total of 30 firms) are found in the other
upstate, including rural, counties.

Primary industry employmest. Another possibility for
a dynamic economic base for certain localities in the state
is found in the primary extractive industries of farming,
forestry, fishing, and mining. Figure 21 presents data on
this economic indicator. It, too, shows a rather stark
picture of industrial shifts. Employment in the primary
sector, as a percentage of the work force, is virtually gone
from the metropolitan areas, and has decreased dramatically
over the last three decades in all New York counties. In-

deed, in the last decade alone the proportion of the work
force in primary-industry employment has declined at a rate
between 15 and 25 percent even in the rural counties. Over-
all, in rural counties an average of only 5 percent of the
work force is engaged in primary industry, probably mostly
in farming.

Agriculture. Likewise, a decline is evident in the
agricultural indicators of percentage of land in agricul-
ture, given in figure 22, and total number of farms by the
various county types, given in figure 23. The huge loss in
number of farms between 1950 and 1970 includes in part sev-
eral definitional changes. The relative btability from 1970
to 1980 reflects an increased demand for local agricultural
products probably due to several domestic and international
factors, including world trade in food and energy.

Interestingly, the figures show that the upstate

metropolitan counties consistently have more land in
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Figure 19. Total Number of Manufacturing Units
Employing 20 or More Persons

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 20. Total Number of Manufacturing Units
Employing 100 or More Persons

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 21. Primary Sector Employment
as a Percentage of Work Force

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 22. Average Percentage of Land
in Agriculture

In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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..... Figure 23. Total Number of Farms
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 24. Tata! Acres Harvested
in Agriculture

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 25. Total Market Value of Ag. Products
Sold (Millions of 1980 Dollars)

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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agriculture than the most rural (type 6) counties, and a
greater number of farms than all but one of the rural county
types. The large population sizes and markets of the metro-
politan counties still keep productive farms in them despite
pressure to convert land to other uses. Indeed, some of the
most productive land in the state is found within the metro-
politan counties. The large primary-industry employment in
the most rural counties (7.1 percent), given in figure 21,
therefore undoubtedly refers to employment in activities
other than agriculture--and primarily in forestry--more than
in either mining or fishing.

Figures 24 and 25 ameliorate somewhat the previous
findings on the status of agriculture in New York. Figure
24 presents data on total acres harvested, and figure 25
presents data on total market value of agricultural products
sold adjusted to 1980 dollar values through an agricultural
commodities index adjustor. Both of these figures present a
picture of a more viable agriculture than the previous data
on number of farms and percentage of land in agriculture.
The number of acres harvested decreased only slightly be-
tween 1970 and 1980. Moreover, even if the total market
value of agricultural products sold in general declined from
1970 to 1980 according to 1980-level dollars, the slippage
was caused in large part by the high levels of inflation
between 1970 and 1980 which affected all dollar values dur-
ing this period. The greatest declines were in the metro-
politan counties and in the most rural counties.

Employment and industry summary and conclusions.
Dramatic shifts are taking place in New York's economy.
More New Yorkers including more women and a greater propor-
tion of the available work force--are remuneratively employ-
ed today than ever before in the state's history. But com-
paratively they are not in the same types of jobs as they
were in previous decades. The number of larger manufactur-
ing firms, as well as employment in manufacturing, is down,
the number of farms is down, and farm income (in terms of
1980 dollars) is slightly down, even if the total manufac-
turing product is relatively stable, and the size of farms
and the value of agricultural products continue to in-
crease. New York's employment trends certainly parallel
those of other states in that--at least from the standpoint
of numbers of jobs--the United States is undergoing a struc-
tural shift away from manufacturing. This trend is most
apparent in certain types of manufacturing production,
especially those which formerly employed large numbers of
people in large plants. These facilities are apparently
becoming more automated, computerized, and robotized--their
output continues high, while employment in them declines.

The most dramatic growth industries, of course, are
in the tertiary or service sector. Indeed, it appears that
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the service sector is becoming an increasingly important
economic base of New York State. These shifts are reflected
in nearly every New York county, although most fundamentally
in the downstate metropolitan counties, where over four-
fifths of the work force are engaged in tertiary employment.

In any case, the decline in manufacturing and the rise
in services as permanent structural changes comprise and
document the trend toward a postindustrial society in New
York State.

The question of the meaning of these trends for move-
ment toward the twenty-first century deserves further ex-
ploration. A continuation of these two trends raises two
specific and extremely important questions. First, can the
tertiary sector provide a viable economic base for New York
State, and, second, what are the effects of these changes on
rural localities in the state?

Census data are not particularly well-suited for in-
dicating the extent of economic base in any locality or set
of localities. This is true mainly because census data do
not indicate where products are produced and sold. The

economic base of a locality is its export base. In other
words, the local economic-export base is that part of an
economy which is produced locally but sold elsewhere. A
comparatively large local export base, especially when it is
locally owned, usually produces more wealth (and economic
health) for a locality than a smaller export base. Local

policymakers, therefore, are often concerned to increase
their local export base, because it permits localities to
encourage growth in local services, which in turn usually

produces better local quality of life.

Traditionally, analysts have considered primary-

extractive and secondary-processing industries to be the
major indicators of export base, whereas tertiary-service
industries have been considered as becoming possible because
of, built upon, and dependent upon the wealth created by the
export bases of the primary and secondary sectors. Conse-
quently, traditional analyses have shown great concern with
the health of the manufacturing and extractive sectors over
the service sectors.

The shift to a postindustrial society challenges these
notions. The service sector is increasingly seen as a po-
tentially viable export base, not only for certain locali-
ties but also for the state as a whole. For example, educa-

tion is one of the service industries. In many localities
educational institutions constitute the export base. Col-
leges and universities attract students from well beyond a
locality's own borders. The students' parents who live in
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remote localities pay for the education of their children in
the place where the educational institution is located.
Consequently, a university--a service industry can become a
local export base in its community.

Similar arguments apply to other service institu-
tions. State and federal government offices, hospitals,
financial and legal offices, even tourist resorts, prisons,
and county seats, can be considered viable export bases for
certain localities in contrast to other localities. All of
these are part of the tertiary sector.

Moreover, part of the agricultural and manufacturing
product is consumed locally, so that primary and secondary
industries should not be assumed in their entirety to be
contributing to local export base.

In other words, the notion of local and state export
base needs considerable reinterpretation in a postindustrial
society, especially to include the service as well as pri-
mary and secondary sectors. Census categories alone, there-
fore, are misleading for representing the key indicators of
export base in a postindustrial society. Certainly in New
York State three components of the tertiary sector's export
base are the financial and insurance sector, the communica-
tions sector, and the export-import and wholesale trade
sectors. Some of the largest firms in the world in these
three sectors are located in the downstate metropolitan
counties, either as headquarters or as offices. Wall
Street, the Avenue of the Americas, and Lower Manhattan in
New York City certainly must be considered viable export
bases in the tertiary sector. In addition, foundations, law
firms, accounting firms, and even the headquarters of major
corporations in a variety of industrial sectors, which pro-
vide management, control, and planning services to a variety
of industries, represent potentially vigorous export bases
for the state. Furthermore, excellent educational, health;
and charitable institutions all in the tertiary sector- -
surely contribute to the state's export base, and are found
throughout New York State as well as in New York City.

The management functions--rather than commodity-pro-
duction functions--implied in the above aspects of the ter-
tiary sector now constitute a highly organized set of very
specialized services. Indeed, in these cases occupational
categories rather than industrial categories also represent
indicators of export base. Professional managers, computer
technicians, international and corporate lawyers, financial
analysts and investors, insurance specialists, economists,
accountants, professors, myriad clerks, and so forth, are
engaged in services, part of which undoubtedly constitute a
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local export base. Moreover, managerial and control func-
tions apply both to individual firms and to whole sectors of
firms through interlocking directorates and interlocking
financial arrangements. They apply not only to economic
establishments, but also to economic aspects of whole insti-
tutions, such as those even in health, education, and public
administration.

Based on such considerations, there can be little
doubt that the service sector can be, and is, a viable ex-
port base for New York State as it moves toward even greater
service specializations in the postindustrial era of the
twenty-first century.

An important policy issue within the state, there-
fore, concerns the second question raised above--namely, can
rural counties partake proportionately as equals in these
trends? Postindustrial functions and services currently
tend to be concentrated in metropolitan centers. It is

probable that rural counties are increasingly dependent on
metropolitan places and criteria for some of these services
and disproportionately lose control over their own resources
and futures in the process, even as their resources are
actually growing due to the metropolitan dominance.

For instance, despite comparatively greater employment
growth in rural settings, the growth appears to be increas-
ingly generated under metropolitan leadership, influence,
control, management, and planning. Thus decision making in
the rural growth may be dominated by the criteria of metro-
politan people, institutions, and communities rather than
the leadership and criteria of local communities and con-
trol. In this condition, commitments and loyalities often
shift from the primacy of rural localities and local people
to the primacy of jobs and organizations representing remote
metropolitan-based institutions. In this sense, rural
localities may be undergoing a continuing eclipse of the
close interpersonal relations which used to characterize
small rural communities.

Instances of predominant influence on rural localities
by metropolitan-based institutions occur in virtually every
form of economic and institutional life. Rural banking is
increasingly dominated by branch banks headquartered in

metropolitan centers, whose managers in the remote centers
must approve at least all major investment applications for
loans from or for rural localities. Multilocational manu-
facturing firms from remote metropolitan headquarters in-
creasingly determine where plants open and close. In fact,
more than occasionally the additional criterion of how much
a community is willing to pressure itself financially in
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offering the best terms on tax breaks and other infrastruc-
tural benefits plays an important role in the specific loca-
tion decisions for branch plants of multilocational firms.

In addition, local mass media -- television, radio, and
prtnt --have long relied on and been dominated by decisions
made in remote metropolitan centers. Programming, report-
ing, and even advertising are now very nationally (and less
locally) oriented. Likewise, massive changes in the quality
and form of transportation systems and their routes are
largely determined by metropolitan institutions and crite-
ria, although they can have profound negative as well as
positive effects on certain rural localities. Even local
educational and health-care institutions conform to stan-
dards set in remote metropolitan centers by people who are
only very indirectly accountable or sensitive to local rural
needs and institutions.

Metropolitan institutions exert their influence
through public and private multilocational firms and bureau-
cracies, whose basic criteria are those associated with the
rational calculations of optimum resource-use and profit (or
at least minimization of loss in financial status or market
share), and the localities in which they exist are often
treated simply as possibly temporary bases of operations,
essentially interchangeable with a variety of other locali-
ties. These criteria are at least contrary to, and some-
times--if not often--detrimental to, the well-being of rural
people, institutions, and communities.

The criteria arP most detrimental when they result in
the large metropolita4-based institutions scaling down,
shutting down, or pulling out operations from small rural
localities. At best, the threat almost always exists. In-
deed, many people now living in rural localities feel the
stress of divided loyalities --loyalty to their jobs and a
remotely controlled bureaucracy versus loyalty to their
neighbors and community. Upper management, the highest
trained and most influential people in these bureaucracies,
are especially vulnerable to being transferred out of their
community in quest of personal upward mobility in their
employing bureaucracies.

The resolution of the issues for returning humanitari-
anism and local control to local rural institutions is not
simple. Even if rural resources are increasing, local peo-
ple may not have control over these resources to meet commu-
nity needs. The remote metropolitan-based firms and insti-
tutions either directly or indirectly both soak up parts of
the resources generated in rural localities, and exert dis-
proportionate influence and control over large parts of the
rest. Moreover, this situation occurs in nearly every

so
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institution and sector--primary extractive industries,

secondary manufacturing industries, and tertiary service

industries.

At some point public policy issues and their implica-

tions suggested here must be examined in detail. The vari-

ous aspects and trends in the tertiary sector which form a
viable export base for the state and its localities must be

identified. Now rural localities can fit into these trends
with a minimum amount of disruption and a maximum amount of

commitment to the important traditional values of liberty,

democracy, justice, equality, and humanity for all must also

be specified.

In any case, New Yorkers should take advantage of all

three employment sectors ee they Lace the twenty-first cen-
tury--the primary, the secondary, and the tertiary. Posi-

tive aspects of growth in the service sector should be em-

phasized and supported in various state and lace' programs.
New Yorkers certainly should take advantage /Of the state's

lead in an economy based on management, control, planning,

health, education, public administration, and other forms of

the service society. Likewise, New York should be concerned

about training people to understand and participate in

creating cost-effective and cost-beneficial efficiencies and

well-being for the various institutions in these service

sectors as well as for individuals to participate in. these

sectors. Furthermore, New Yorkers should not simply deplore

the loss of manufacturing and agriculture as the dominant

forms of export base. With the huge Northeast and Middle

Atlantic markets--one-third of the nation's population- -

virtually at New York's doorstep, all three employment

sectors should be viable as economic-export bases for the

state.

New Yorkers should also expect the nature of the manu-

facturing and agricultural sectors to change. The advent of
automation, computerization, and robotization will find a

smaller percentage of the work force engaged in these opera-

tions in the future than in past decades. The relative mix

of resources which the state should invest in the three

types of industrial sectors, therefore, will continue to be

an important policy issue in the future.

An equally important policy issue for the future con-

cerns the location of the investments in these three sectors

throughout the state. The above data show that jobs and
people (and, in this Sense, resources) are moving dispropor-

tionately toward more rural localities. But control and

influence over resources seem to be moving disproportionate-

ky toward metropolitan-based institutions. This generaliza-

tion is supported both by the above data showing compara-

tively greater growth in finance and banking employment in
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the metropolitan counties, and amerous illustrations of
metropolitan-based bureaucratic institutions unduly (and
sometimes negatively) influencing rural localities. The
quality of life in rural localities appears increasingly
dependent on the goodwill of metropolitan-based decisions
and control. The issue of control over rural resource
growth, and the amelioration of certain potentially negative
effects inherent in the inequalities in control over re-
sources by rural and metropolitan people, could well become
important policy concerns as New York moves toward the
twenty-first century.

82



IV. Soeioemaamic Attainment Trends

Shifts in industrial and occupational structures of
localities can have considerable, and sometimes adverse,
effects on their populations' socioeconomic attainment and
well-being. Almost any social change is disruptive to in-
stitutional and personal well- being, and changes in indus-
tries and occupations can be especially disruptive, eve's if
beneficial in a longer run, because they are so fundamental
to both daily routines and long -term well-being. Since

government policies should be responsive to the population's
well-being, it is important to consider socioeconomic at-
tainment and well-being indicators as part of the general
understanding of different localities in New York State.
Data on such indicators often do not show equal distribu-
tions throughout the state's population, and thus deserve
further examination.

Family imeame. The most generally accepted factor in
personal and social attainment is socioeconomic status, and
the most generally accepted indicator of socioeconomic sta-
tus is "median family income." Even before analysis begins
on this point, it should be noted that this indicator is far

from perfect, either conceptually or empirically. Concep-

tually, median family income indicates only part of the

overall wealth of families or individuals, and the sources
of income--whether wages, salaries, dividends, or pensions-
are not identified in it. Empirically, median family income
as identified in the censuses is only an estimate of income,

since much income is unreported or distorted. In the 1980

U.S. Census of Population it is estimated that in some

localities a much as 25 percent of the population declined
to answer the income question.

The hope is that such data distortions are equally and
randomly distributed throughout the counties, so that county
comparisons are still possible and reasonably accurate.
Most analysts believe that the comparative patterns found

using median family income are about right, even if the

461,
actual dollar figures may be unreliable. The indicator is
widely used, therefore, largely because it is readily avail-
able and does have a degree of face validity for comparing
one locality to another on socioeconomic status.

S3
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The median family income, of course, means that it is
the middle income, with one-half of the families receiving
greater income and one-half receiving less. In general, for
large numbers of families, such as all families in a coun-
ty, the median income level approximates the mean (or aver-
age) income, as well as the modal income (the income level
received by the largest number of families). Figure 26
presents the average of the median family income for the
counties in each county type from 1950 through 1980, and
figure 27 presents the same data adjusted to the 1980 level
using the consumer price index as the adjustor.

As expected, the unadjusted data in figure 26 show
considerable growth in the median family income between 1950
and 1980 in all county types. Figure 27 for the adjuSted
data displays a similar pattern of growth between 1950 and
1970, but then a slight decline since 1970. In most cases,
t Lan family income doubled between 1950 and 1970.

us, in throughout all the counties far exceeded Jans-
on up to 1970 but fell slightly below inflation following
70.

Anothe distinguishing feature of figure 27 is that
mos e county types maintained their rank order

throughout these three decades. The two sets of metropol-
itan counties began this period at the top of the rank order
and ended at the top. The only county types to change posi-
tion were types 4 and 5, and the shift occurred between 1960
and 1970. Probably this shift happened because of the

greater commuting patterns to metropolitan counties by the
work force of type 5 counties, whereas type 4 counties, due
to their lower rates of commuting, had to rely more strictly
on their own resources for their family income growth.
Similar patterns are also found below with regard to poverty
and affluence. Having a larger population engaged in com-
muting, therefore, gives these rural counties a definite
socioeconomic edge over otherwise comparable counties with
lower rates of commuting.

The most disturbing feature of figure 27 is that rural
counties tended to fall behind metropolitan counties in

their family income growth rates over these three decades.
In 1980 real-dollar terms, the gap between the most rural
counties and the downstate metropolitan counties (which had
the lowest and highest incomes, respectively, throughout
this period) increased from around $3,600 in 1950 to just
over $6,150 in 1980. This difference represents about a 60
percent higher rise in income in three decades for metropol-
URI., people over the most rural people. Similar but smaller
gaps can also be observed in figure 27 for the other rural
county types. Put another way, this $2,550 per year differ-
ence represents a 10 to 15 percent higher income per year
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Figure 26. Median Family income
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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Figure 27. Median Family Income Ad lusted to
1980 Dollars by the Consumer Price Index

in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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for metropolitan families (depending upon which base is

used). Put still another way, it represents an average
$76,500 difference in total family income over these thirty
years. Perhaps the cost of living in metropolitan areas is
somewhat higher, so that there is some equaltxati..n between
these incomes. But the fact of the differences still re-
mains to be explained, understood, and responded to by
policymakers. For example, the costs of certain essential
goods and services such as fuel, clothing, transportation,
and food are generally higher in rural than in metropolitan
counties.

In general, these changes in median family income
might have been expected because they parallel the occupa-
tional changes noted in the discussion of the tertiary sec-
tor above. As seen back in figure 17, the number and pro-
portion of the state's work force employed in managerial and
professional occupations (which are generally the better -
paying occupations) increased up to 1970,, and then leveled
off in 1980 (in part, as noted in the discussion of figure
17, because of changes in the census definitions of the
categories/ so that the 1980 data for professionals are
underestimated compared to 1970). In any case, over the
three decades rural areas are increasingly lagging behind on
this important indicator of family economic well-being.. The
gap between the county types is increasing.

Education. Since socioeconomic status itself is often
conceived as a combination of income, occupation, and educa-
tion, figure 28 presents data on the percentage of the popu-
lation over twenty-five years of age who have completed one
or more years of college. The patterns in these data also
approximate the income and occupation data, except that they
show a steeper trend toward higher education between 1970
and 1980. About 13 percent of the adult population had
attended at least some college in 1950. The proportion
increased to about 16 percent by 1960, to 21 percent by
1970, and to 30 percent by 1980. The dramatic increase for

the college attenders in 1980 is undoubtedly due to the
larger number of young people with better education entering
adult ranks. In turn, this increase is probably a result of
the increased wealth of families to support young people in
college, and to the ready availability of the State Univer-
sity of New York (SUNY) system, including community col-
leges, to the 'students. More New Yorkers have college
experience now than ever before in the state's history.
Furthermore, the general trends are found in all county
types. Each county type shows increasing proportions of
adults with higher education experience.

Nonetheless, the rural counties have lower proportions
of their adult populations with college experience than do



Figure 28. Percentage of Persons Aged 25
and Over Completing Some College or More
In County Types 1-6. New York Staff. 1950-1980
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the metropolitan counties. Moreover, the gap has increased
throughout the last thirty years. In 1980 the gap had
become a difference of 6.5 percentage points between the
metropolitan and the most rural counties. In other words,
around 25 percent more adults in metropolitan counties than
in rural counties have some college in their personal back-
grounds.

Such a large difference undoubtedly gives people from
metropolitan counties numerous advantages in the competition

for better Jobs. It might also retard the success of rural
counties and rural people in taking advantage of the changes
occurring in New. York's shift toward a postindustrial ser-
vice economy as the economic base.

Such an inconsistency is both an individual and a

structural problem. It is an individual problem because
relatively more highly educated people find greater employ-
ment opportunities compatible with their education level in
metropolitan settings, and therefore can easily become frus-
trated with their work situation in rural localities. It is

a structural problem because investment policies of institu-
tions may not be making the most creative use of the educa-
tional quality of the available labor force. It is also a
rural problem because rural counties lag behind metropolitan
counties on the skills associated with college education.

Unemployment. Another way of looking at issues of
socioeconomic status and personal well-being is in terms of
the lower ends of the distributions --the percentages of the

population unemployed who are looking for work and the per-

centages in poverty. Figure 29 presents data for the per-
centage unemployed, and figure 30 presents data for the

percentages in poverty. Figure 29 shows a slightly shifting
unemployment pattern between 1950 and 1980. In 1950, down-

state metropolitan counties had the highest percentage
unemployed, with the most rural counties second, followed by
virtually identical rates in the remaining county types. By

1960 a different pattern emerged, which has been followed
since then. Downstate metropolitan counties had the lowest
percentage unemployed, the most rural counties had the high-

est-- about 50 percent higher than downstate --and the remain-
ing counties fell in between.

A second important observation about figure 29 con-
cerns the high levels of unemployment found in New York in

1980. They are the highest not only in these three decades,
but actually since the Great Depression of the 1930s. Part

of the reason for this situation is undoubtedly the general
national trend which started during the laze 1970s, and
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Figure 29. Percentage of Labor Force Unemployed
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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probably has to do with the shifting of the secondary manu-
facturing sector over to automation (and in some cases out
of the state and country).

As in figure 9 earlier, another reason for the higher
unemployment rates in rural areas is that nearly all avail-
able family members in America in general and New York in
particular are entering the labor force for employment- -
including women and older youth. America is a cash econ-
omy. Cash is needed. People must work for the cash. They
know it, they want it, tiey need it (especially in economic
hard times), and they do work for it. This combination-- -
sore people working and wanting to work at the same time
that labor-intensive manufacturing and farming jobs are die-
appearing--probably explains the high unemployment rates.

Moreover, the fact that unemployment rates are higher
in rural counties than in metropolitan counties indicates
that the move to the tertiary sector in the rural counties
as the new form of economic base is lagging behind this move
in the metropolitan counties. There Is no question that
rural counties should seek as many manufacturing jobs as
they can. But there is also no question that a fundamental
change is occurring in the United States in terms of the
automation, internationalization, and deindustrialization of
America. This fundamental change must be accompanied by new
ways of thinking about economic production and the distribu-
tion of wealth. Otherwise, it appears that the more rural
counties will bear the brunt of the dislocations caused by
these basic structural (as well as cyclical) shifts in

national and state economies.

It should be noted that the percentage underemployed
generally follows the same pattern as the percentage unem-
ployed, although no consistent trend data from 1950 to 1980
are available for counties on this indicator. The percent-
age underemployed--through part-time employment and through
having educational levels well above average for a given
occupationis roughly double the unemployment rate. Also,
the unemployment of young people under twenty-five is gen-
erally double the unemployment rates of other adults.

If such findings apply here, then a considerable pro-
portion of the labor force in most rural counties was under-
employed or unemployed in 1980. Indeed, the situation was
reaching disaster proportions. Even if it is "only" second
and third members of families who are unemployed or under-
employed, the disaster might still have been imminent be-
cause so many families found it possible and desirable to
live on two or more family members' incomes during the
sixties and seventies. Consequently, in a society which has
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strongly encouraged people to consume beyond their means,
tamilles are now not prepared to live on only one income.

Powertys Figure 30 presents data for the percentages
of people in poverty. Since the mi4dle 1960., the U.S.
Department of Agriculture had computed a decennial index of
poverty. In essence, it is based on the USDA's conception
of how much money is necessary in oi.xr to live a healthy
life, with adequate food, clothing, and shelter. For 1960,
the break-point level for poverty was put at $3,000 or lees
for a family of four; in 1970 it was $4,000 or lees for a
family of four; and in 1980 it was $7,500 or less for a
family of four. The data in figure 30 are the percentages
of families below each one of these levels. Our data did
not take into consideration family else and were not stan-
dardized to families of four. Still, they are comparable to
the USDA index which was calculated for families by county
only for 1970 and 1980. Figure 30 also shows a computation
for 1950 based on the percentage of families which had a
total family income of $2,000 or less.

Figure 30 shows that in general poverty has decreased
considerably in New York over the last three decades.
Still, in the downstate metropolitan counties since 1960
poverty declined very little, and has actually increased
since 1970. In 1950, over one-third of families in the most
rural counties were in poverty; now less than half that
percentage (16 percent) are below the poverty level. The
remaining counties also have shown decreases in the percen-
tage in poverty by approximately one-half of their 1950
levels. Now less than 15 percent of these counties' fami-
lies are still in poverty. The upstate metropolitan coun-
ties and their neighbors with high commuting and some urban-
ization show the least poverty--at 10.6 percent and 11.2
percent--while the most rural and the downstate metropolitan
counties show the greatest, at 16.0 percent and 16.3 per-
cent.

In any case, in 1950 the gap between the most rural
county type, which had the most poverty, and the one with
the least poverty was approximately seventeen percentage
points. By 1980 that gap had been reduced to approximately
six percentage points. In other words, the poverty that
once occurred overwhelmingly in New York's rural counties is
now distributed more evenly throughout the state.

The most disturbing trend in the whole figure, of

course, is the actual increase in poverty among the down-
state metropolitan counties, from 12.8 to 16.3 percent
during the last decade. Various reports indicate that
increases in percentages of families in poverty have been

92
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Figure 30. Percentage of Families In Poverty
In County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1930
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widespread throughout the population since 1980. If this is

a new trend, it would reverse the trend in figure 30 of a

decrease in this important indicator of family well-being,

and should be a matter of great concern to policymakers in

all governmental jurisdictions.

Affluence. Another issue associated with the distri-

bution of income should be noted. Although the percentages

of families in poverty have declined in the various county

types over the last three decades, the distribution of
affluence has hardly changed at all. Figure 31 presents

data on an indicator of affluence for the various county

types. Affluence here was defined somewhat arbitrarily as
the percentage of families with a total family income of

$5,000 or sore in 1950, $10,000 or more in 1960, $15,000 or

more in 1970, and $30,000 or more in 1980. These levels put

an aggregate average of slightly over 20 percent of the
population in affluence for every county type in every time

period (except 1960, when an average of only 17 percent was

defined as the break-point because data for those with

$8,000 or more were not readily available from computer

tape).

Two aspects of the data in figure 31 are especially

noteworthy. First is the astonishing growth in the absolute

income which is necessary in order to aggregate 20 percent

of families into the affluent category. From only $5,000

or more being defined as affluence in 1950, in 1980 .t took

a total family income of $30,000 or more in order to be

defined as affluent (that is, to be in the top 20 percent of

all families in New York). According to 1980 constant dol-

lars, using the consumer-price-index adjustor, $30,000 in

1980 is indeed greater than $5,000 in 1950 by about $17,000

in 1980 real-dollar terms. This extent of income growth in

only a thirty-year period is just short of miraculous.

Probably no other comparable period in all of history has
achieved so much wealth for so many people in so short a

time as has this period in the history of New York State as

it moves from an industrial society to a postindustrial

society.

A second noteworthy aspect of figure 31 is more dis-

turbing. During the last three decades the county types

have not changed their rank ordering, or even narrowed the

gap between them to any appreciable degree. Downstate

metropolitan counties had the greatest percentage in afflu-

ence in 1950 (around 30 percent), and they still had the

greatest percentage in affluence in 1980 (around 28 per-

cent). Likewise, the most rural counties had the lowest

percentages of families in affluence in 1950 (around 13

percent), and still had in 1980 (around 12 percent). Thus,

94
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Figure 31. Percentage of Families in Affluence
in County Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980
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even if the most rural and the most metropolitan counties
had similar proportions in poverty in their counties, their
relative affluence was dramatically different.

One implication of these data is that the continuing
affluence of those in metropolitan counties throughout these
last three decades in all likelihood serves to enhance and
reinforce the wealth and influence of the affluently* metro-
politan areas over state and regional decisions of all
kinds. The continuing wealth of the wealthy enables them to
consolidate their influence through institutionalised struc-
tures whereby they gaits differential aitess to decisions in
a variety of settings. Thus such wealth probably becomes
one of the bases for the continuing dominance by people and
institutions in metropolitan areas (and their immediate
suburbs) over what happens in the rural hinterlands.

Socioeconomic attaimmeet mummery end co*lomiono. The
overall data on socioeconomic status, then, present reasona-
bly consistent findings about New York county types. Metro-
politan counties have higher median incomes, a greater pro-
portion of families in affluence, more college-educated
adults, more (upper-middle-class) managerial and profes-
sional-technical positions, and lower unemployment rates
than the rural counties. The extent of their socioeconomic
resources is consonant with their industrial influence, even
if downstate metropolitan counties are about equal with the
most rural counties in proportions of people in poverty.
The most rural counties consistently lag behind the others
on each of these indicators.' Sometimes they are not very
far behind, but they are behind nevertheless. The issue is
certainly more serious because the gaps grew throughout this
period.

These data, then, round out trends noted in the previ-
ous section on employment and industrial sectors. Indus-
trial trends in New York show that the planning, control,
and management sectors are found disproportionately in the
metropolitan counties, and this gap too appears to be grow-
ing. On this basis, it was expected that metropolitan coun-
ties would also show disproportionate growth in accumulating
socioeconomic resources. Tice data in figures 26 through 31
definitely support this expectation. On five of the six
indicators of socioeconomic attainment, the gap is growing
between rural and metropolitan counties for the period from
1970 to 1980, and on four of the six indicators from 1950 to
1980. It is probable that these trends are continuing into
the present. Thus, it is also probable that people in rural
New York as a whole are comparatively not as well off today
as they were earlier in this half century, even if fewer are
currently in poverty.
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There is no question that rural Be w Yorkers are get-
ting richer on nearly all the standard measures of socio-
economic statue. But there is also no question that people
in metropolitan counties are, in general and comparatively,
incressimg their soefeeconomic resources faster than people
in rural counties are increasing theirs. The situation is
not, in general, that the richer metropolitan counties--

qg the term wrieherimm to stand for 41 the indicators
socioeconomic attainment-lare getting richer while the

poorer rural counties are getting poorer. But it is the
oil ration that, An genera, the richer metropolitan counties
(especially the upstate setropolitan counties) are getting
richer faster than the poorer rural counties are getting
richer. This growing inequity between the metropolitan and
rural counties between 1950 and 1980 in both industrial
control and wocioecononic attainment should definitely be a
cause for concern among all policymakers concerned with the

well-being of people in New York.



Figure 32. Percentage of Occupied Dwelling
Units with indoor Plumbing

In County Types 1-6. New York State. 1950-1980
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V. Personal and Social lfell-Being Tremds

Several indicators of personal and social well-being
have become standard because of their importance for differ-
ent areas of life, their relative accuracy of measurement,
and their general availability for analysis. These are the
percentage of occupied dwelling units which have indoor
plumbing, tsfant mortality rates, suicide rates, homicide
rates, and the percentage of adults who have disrupted
marriages. These indicators tap the important life-issue
areas of housing, family formation, personal alienation,
crime, and personal crises. They certainly affect the
well-being of many people in every locality in the state.

Mosslog. Figure 32 presents the percentages of dwell-
ings which have indoor plumbing. Although these data may
not be the most desirable as a measure of housing quality,
they certainly represent a einimum level of housing qual-
ity. Moreover, the definitions of the indicator have
changed over the years. In 1950, a single census item
reported whether the dwelling unit had "hot running water,
private toilets, and was not dilapidated." Part of the gap
in the distribution of the data in figure 32 for 1950 is
undoubtedly a result of the lack of training and standardi-
zation among interviewers in making their estimate of wheth-
er a given house was "dilapidated." In 1960 the census
reported whether the house had "all plumbing facilities."
By 1980, a battery of questions was used to determine hous-
ing quality. The data presented here for 1980 are based
on the single item of whether the house had indoor toilet
facilities, which is certainly a core item on housing
quality.

The patterns in figure 32 are quite clear. They indi=-

cate a marked Improvement in housing quality in the last
three decades (even taking into account changing defini-
tions). By 1980 over 95 percent of dwelling units in all
county types had indoor toilet facilities, whereas rural
counties had only between 60 and 70 percent meeting similar
housing criteria in 1950. In general, this aspect of hous-
ing is no longer a major problem in New York State, although
other aspects may be, such as the number of persons per room
in a dwelling unit.
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ImMmitihmtelity. Figure 33 presents trends on infant
mortality as a percentage of live births in the various
county types. Infant mortality here means that the child
dies within one year of being bore. The rates in figure 33
are also averaged over a three-year period for each census
year in order to achieve additional accuracy (except for

1950 where there was only a two-year average). The pattern
in figure 33 is quite clear. Since 1950, infant mortality
has been declining in all parts of the state at a steady
rate. Indeed, by 1980, the overall infant mortality rate
was about one-half of its 1950 rate, and now averages about

12 deaths per 1000 live births. Since 1970 the gap between

the counties has increased, but larval' because type 5 of
the rural counties reduced their rates so dramatically, to
8.7 infant deaths per 1000 live births, while downstate
metropolitan rates declined to only 13.8 infant deaths per
1000 live births.

In general, these infant mortality rates are compar-
able not only with the best in the United States, but even
with the best in the world. Further policy attention may be
helpful in the downstate metropolitan localities, however,
where access to well-baby clinics and hospitals as well as
dietary and other obstetrical information may be more limit-
ed. It should be noted that issues of access refer both to
the physical presence of facilities and to the motivation of

mothers to use the facilitlei. Such issues are well known
in the metropolitan counties, even if downstate counties
have not entirely solved the problems. Many mothers, espe-
cially those in poverty families, are much less likely to
use available medical facilities. It may be'that both parts
of access to medical facilities--physical as well as motiva-
tional --are problems in certain of New York's counties.

Suicide. Figure 34 presents trends on suicide rates
in the various county types. Suicide is the most extreme

means of escape from personal alienation, but it is well
known that localities with high suicide rates are also plac-
es with high alcoholism rates and deaths due to cirrhosis of

the liver. Suicides are not merely isolated incidents,
therefore, but are intertwined with a series of social con-
ditions. Older, often lonely adults, divorced and separated
women, and young people are especially prone to suicide in

our society. The rates shown in figure 34 fluctuate some-
what by county type, probably because data for three-year
averages were not readily available.

Three patterns are easily discernible from figure 34.
First, suicide rates declined in New York State between 1950
and 1980; second -- perhaps surprisingly to some observers- -
metropolitan counties have consistently lower suicide rates
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Figure 33. infant Morkri (Three-Year Average)
per One Thousand Live Births

in County Types 1-6, New York Skits. 1950-1980
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Figure 34. Number of Suicides
per Hundred Thousand Persons

In County Types 1--6. New York Stets. 19502-1930

WM

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

1)2

MN



89

than rural counties; and, third, sups between county types
with the lowest rates and the highest rates ha-a consistent-
ly narrowed since 1950.

The dramatic changes in declining suicide rates

between 1950 and 1970 took place primarily in the rural

counties: On the average, the metropolitan.counties show a

decrease of only two deaths per 100,000-in these two dec-
ades, while the more rural counties have seen a decrease of

about six per IMMO. From the standpoint of personal
alienation, therefore, one could argue that rural counties
became, for a period, more attractive places to live, while

the attractiveness (in terms of this form of low personal
alienation) in metropolitan counties did not change very
much. It should also be noted that these suicide rates
again compare favorably to those found generally in the
United States and the rest of the world.

A disturbing feiture in figure 34, however, is the
trend in all of the six county types for increasing suicide'

rates between 1970 and 1980. Since suicide rates hfstori-
cally tend to decrease during times of economic expansion
and increase during times of economic recession, the pattern
of data shown in figure 34 fits well with the pattern of

median family income growth and decline inn 1980 real dol-

lars, presented in figure 27 above. Expansions and depres-

sions of the business cyclereflected in fluctuations in
personal financial well - being -- create parallel impacts on

the feelings of individuals. These generalisations are
certainly supported by the data for New York counties.

Homicide. Figure 35 presents trends on homicide rates

for the six county types. In New York State, as in the
United States more generally, homicides have been increasing
since World War If, probably partly due to the war training

of young males and to the boon of young people since 1950.

Homicides are associated with a variety of crimes of vio-
lence, and generally are committed by males under age
thirty. Homicides in themselves are serious enough, but
they also indicate other aspects of violence and fear of

violence in society. Thus homicides represent a grave
social problem both for the authorities and for many indi-

vidualsespecially lonely elderly people--as they attempt
to cope with the violence around them ana the fears induced

by such violence.

The seriousness of the problem in New York is easily
seen in figure 35. Again, the data were for individual
years rather than three-year averages. It is clear in fig-

ure 35 that homicide rates have more than doubled in all
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Figure 35. Number of Homicides
per Hundred Thousand Persons

In County Typos 1-6. New York Ste% 1950-1980
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county types since 1950. The most dramatic rise has been in

downstate metropolitan counties, where homicide rates have

more than quadrupled since 1960, and are the highest rates

of all at 18.0 per 100,000. Mural rates, too, doubled by
1980 compareA to 1950; but they have not cone anywhere close
to reaching the dramatically high proportions of downstate
metropolitan rates, where about five homicides per day are

recorded.

Homicide rates historically run about one-third the
rate for suicides. Unlike suicide rates, homicide rates
teed to increase during times of economic expansion and
decline duriqg economic recession (with a short lag port-

on). Historically, also, homicide rates tend to rise the
fastest where there are may young males living in places
with much affluence and relatively little poverty.

Weed, figure 33 shows that these patterns are found

during these three decades in rural New York as well as in

the metropolitan counties. Metropolitan counties differed
from the historical pattern in that homicide rates continued
to increase from 1970 to 1980, despite the plateau and slow

reversal in the business cycle for this period. Still, from

1970 to 1980 the growth is affluence (some of it was real

even if artificially induced by inflation) relative to

poverty in the metropolitan counties (seen in figures 30 and

31 above) and the increasing numbers of young adults in the
metropolitan counties apparently kept homicide rates in-

creasing in the metropolitan counties.

People in the bywer socioeconomic brackets (especially

lower-paid young people) feel considerable relative depriva-

tion during economic expansion--so the theory goes--and take

out their frustrations on each other in various forms of

violence, including homicide. During times of recession,
greater personal depression about financial and career con-
ditions apparently induces more people to commit suicide,

but homicide tends to decrease. With the uncertain current

economic situation in the United States and Mew York in
particular, and with the baby-boon cohort becoming older
adults, there might be a reversal in these trends during the

present decade. In fact, some recently reported data find
lover homicide rates for the whole United States, in support

of this reversing trend. If the suicide and homicide pat-
terns hold for Mew York, then the homicide rate', for metro-

politan counties too may start declining.

In °thar words, there appears to be some trade-off in

the dynamics of suicide and homicide rates. As one goes up,

the other goes dove, and vice versa. To counter a rise in

either rate may require similar public-policy solutions in
the long run, but probably different solutions in the short
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run. On the basis of the above theory and data, the most
effective long-run solution would seem to be to stabilize
the business cycle in a pattern of modest and long -term
growth, and to reduce the inequalities batmen the affluent
and the poor, especially in counties suffering from the
greatest inequities. This solution should at least be a
goal, and intermediate steps toward this goal should be
formulated and taken in order to handle the suicide and
homicide problems.

The basic short-run solutions formulated thus far in
our society have been to increase police-force size to coun-
ter the homicides, and a variety of counseling services to
counter suicides. These programs are surely attacking symp-
toms rather than fundamental causes. If they work, of
course, they should be supported; especially in times of
rises in suicide or homicide rates. It is probable, how
ever, that other solutions should be formatted and imple-
mented, perhaps on the basis of further research. Aey solu-
tion takes political commitment and will, which depend upon
a complex balance of competing interests and cost-effective
policy options. Sven though the homicide problems is ex-
tremely severe -- especially in the downstate metropolitan
counties -- political !considerations and lack of research
on cost - effective strategies to deal with the problem may
prevent any effectbe programs from being implemented to
combat it. Moreover, a downturn in the business cycle,
along with the reduced numbers of young adults, may appear
to make the homicide problem go away, at least until the
next economic upturi.

Marital di nee. The final indicator considered in
this report is the one on marital disruptions. It is meas-
ured here as the percentage of people who are separated,
divorced, or widowed; of those wbo were ever married.
Although apparently some people find that to get out of a
marriage is liberating, even they experience a number of
personal crises in the necessary adjustments, at least
during the process of leaving and often for a considerable
period thereafter. For some it is downright traumatic,
comparable to the death of a spouse.

In these data, death of a spouse generally accounts
for over half of the marital disruptions. The data obvious-
ly, then, underestimate the extent of marital disruption in
New York. Most people who experience marital disruption due
to separation and divorce actually marry again. To'find an
average of around 20 percent currently disrupted of those
who were ever married, as the data in figure 36 shows, does
not uncover the percentage who ever experienced some form of
marital disruption. Most observers put this percentage at a
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Figure 36. Percentage of Ever-Manied Persons
Whose Marriages Are Currently Disrupted

In County Types 1-6. New York State, 1959-1960
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ouch higher levelpossibly twice as high as the percentages
shown in figure 36--when all forms of marital disruption are
counted.

Figure 36 presents trends In marital disruptions for
the different county types. The data Awe a clear trend
toward increasing marital disruptions, at approximately
equal rates for all the coomeirfixii4 with downstate metro-
politan counties showing considerably higher rates than the
rest from 1960 to 1980. A distinguishing feature of figure
36 is the closeness of the county types during these three
decades. The gap between them for 1950, 1960, and 1970 was
around two percentage points, and increased only to around
six percentage points in 1980.

These forms of personal crises, then, are increasing
throughout New York, and increasing about-equally among all
upstate county types, but still being led by the downstate
rates. That the marital disruption rites are reaching
levels of between 20 and 25 percent of the population--and
increating--is not to be taken lightly.* Such crises are
tine-consuming and enervating; they often produce scars,
even if many people who separate and divorce feel that over- 0AA
all the crises are finally worth it. Apparently marital
disruptionb are on the increase. The policy issue is wheth-
er any additional public programs will be undertaken to
alleviate the proportion of personal and social traumas and
disruptions they will generate.

Persona mall -being mummery. Of the five indicators
of personal well-being, from the perspective of the state as
a whole two show more satisfying trends -- dwellings with in-
door plumbing and infant mortalittwo are definitely not
more satisfying - increasing homicides and suicides; and one,
marital disruptions, is increasing in magnitude, but its
effects on personal lives and' on social life in localities
are somewhat ambiguous although initially at least trauma-
tic. On these five indicators, rural counties are generally
better off than metropolitan counties in one (infant mortal-
ity), better off even if experiencing increases on two
(homicides and marital disruptions), about ,equal in one
(housing), and worm! off in one (suicide).

It is probable that these trends hold for places with-
in counties just as they hold for the whole state. Rural
places and people are physically distant from each other,
and this condition has its effects on their personal emo-
tional life and behavior, especially in contributing to
their higher rates of suicide (and alcoholism). Moreover,
lower income mad education levels, and higher unemployment
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levels in rural localities cannot help but exacerbate these
aspects of their disesdvantaged situation.

People closer to the metropolitan parts of the state
also have their troubles, but generally in lower propor-
tions. Although between 1970 and 1980 jobs grew compara-
tively faster in rural counties, and rural people were
better off became of this, Venter socioeconomic rewards
and certain aspects of associated personal well-being still
accrued disproportionately to people in metropolitan coon-
des. All three indicators on glitch metropolitan people are
worse off--honta&s, infant mortality, and marital disrup-
tions--are also ineome-related, but in these cases related
to the distribution of income. Greater poverty is strongly
related to infant mortality. Downstate metropolitan coun-
ties (type. I) and rural counties with limited urban influ-
ence (type 6) both have the highest poverty rates and infant
mortality rates (see figures 30 and 33).

Marital disruptions also are correlated with both

poverty and affluence. The rich can afford separation and
divorce, and the poor do not have strong enough economic
bonds to bold them together. Devastate metropolitan coun-
ties experienced all three of these conditions between 1950
and 19110--the highest rates of affluence, poverty, and- -
perhaps consequently --marital disruptions. Upstate metro-
politan counties have cOmparatively high affluence and the
most rural counties have comparatively high poverty. Both

of these county types also have comparatively high rates of
marital disruption.

Homicides are also correlated with affluence, poverty,
and marital disruption. In addition to the high poverty
rates in certain downstate counties, both downstate Auld
upstate metropolitan counties display the highest rates of
affluence, marital disruption, and relative-deprivation
inequality in income (affluence rates divided by poverty
eaten indicate the relative deprivation of the poor when so
many in a locality are affluent). These two sets of metro-
politan counties also have the highest homicide rates, at
least in part due to these factors. In qaddition, the most
rural (limited urban influence) counties (type 6) and rural-
noncommuting counties (type 4) show relatively high homicide
rates throughout 1950 to 1980, due in part at least to their
comparatively high rates of poverty and marital disruption.

It should also be noted that metropolitan counties in
general have higher percentages of their populations in the
twenty- to thirty-year-old age cohorts. These are the co-
horts which are much more likely to commit homicide. All in

all, then, as shown in figure 35, the highest homicide rates
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are found predomineatly in metropolitan counties, because it
is-IH-theee counties where most of the causal factors con-
verge.

It is probable that homicide rates reflect other forms
of violence Against persona in localities, such as child and
spouse abuse, just as suicides reflect alcoholism and emo-
tional depression. It is also significant that these two
forme of personal crises are found in different types of
counties. In figures 34 and 35, the metropolitan and most
rural counties shale higher homicide rates (aggression
against others), whereas the other three rural county types
show higher rates of suicide (aggression against the self).
Possibly the higher suicide rates for self-oriented aggres-
sion) are related to the higher unemployment rates in these
rural coma's., Self-oriented aggression is often the
result of feelings of guilt, and at least some unemployed
peoOle do feel guilt about their unemployment when so many
others have jobs. In contrast, homicide is probably due to
increased frustration and rage in individuals, and these
feelings are more common under conditions where e-a person is
employed but poor in the Midst of any others who are em-
ployed and much richer.

Such considerations as these document how inequalities
and social problems interrelate with trends in industrial
employment and socioeconomic attainment to produce given
levels of personal well-being in the various localities
throughput the state. These findings call into question the
popular theory that income growth alone enhances quality of
life in localities. Rather, these data support the conten-
tion that income growth has its most beneficial effects when
it is distributed more equally throughout a locality, and
throughout a set of localities, rather than leaving some
people poor in the midst of others who are comparatively
rich, or that some people are left unemployed when others
are profitably employed.

The issues are not simply suicide, homicide, and mari-
tal disruption. These phenomena are just the symptoms of
underlying problems. They are the most manifest forms of
many prevalent and underlying feelings and behaviors associ-
ated with rage, alcoholism, depression, and other forms of
physical and emotional abuse of self and others. Affluence
alone, according to these data, is not an insulator from
these abusive feelings and behaviors. Indeed, it can both
directly and indirectly contribute to them.

On the basis of such considerations, trends in

inequalities and their effects require close monitoring
by policyeakers. It appears that several significant
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inequalities associated with people's well-being are in
danger of continuing into the twenty-first century in Heir
York State. The data in figures 27 through 36 dhow clearly
that even in this most wealthy of states, inequalities among
people have not been ameliorated in the last three decades.
Certainly, the effects of inequality--if not the structural
conditions causing inequality--must be ameliorated by rele-
vant and effective public policies in order to enhance qual-
ity of life throughout the state as, Nov York MOWS toward

the twenty-firet century.
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Summary aid Ctmclusions: Iftemd the 21st Century

This report has aimed at responding to Abraham Lin-
coln's advicW that we should first ascertain "Whither we
are temitiqr, so that we can then determine where we went to
go and how to get there. The report examined ,,trends on
thirty six indicators for six different types of Counties in
New York State. The sin county types included two metro-
politan sets of nine counties each, one downstate clustering
around New York City, and the other upstate largely follow-
ing the New Tork.Thrway from New York City to Buffalo, with
Binghamton on the Southern Tier as the one exception. The
four sets of rural counties were grouped under varying
degrees of urban influence. Sigh-commuting counties (where
20 permit or more of the work force commute outside the
county for employment) and with larger incorporated places
in them (of 10,000 people or more) were considered to be
under the greatest urban influence; their opposites were
under the least urban influence. The other two types of
counties, of course, fell between these extremes.

The trends in socioeconomic indicators which were
examined provide a basis for a series of responses on the
issue of whither we are tending. The key issue is whether
there is a consistent and identifiable pattern in the direc-
tions in which rural New York is beading. Trends examined
include indicators of changes in population size and age
structure, work force and industrial structure, socioeco-
nomic attainment, and personal well-being.

Overview of the tremd. Our data show changes, often
rapid, that occurred between 1950 and 1980; undoubtedly,
changes continue to occur. Virtually no figure shows sta-
bility. Even in those figures reporting on numbers of
people--which appear in the graphs to show reasonable sta-
bility the changes in the actual numbers are most often
quite large. Trend lines in the vast majority of cases show
clear, often dramatic, patterns between 1950 and ,1080, with
many shifts probably continuing into the twenty-first cen-
tury.

A second major conclusion is that socioecomimic trends
in New York's rural counties are increasingly similar in a
number of important ways to those occurring in its metro-
politan counties. On all but two of the 36 indicators
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(population else and population density being the excep-
tions), trends in rural counties parallel those in at least
one of the metropolitan types of counties. The data show
that patterns in rural counties are different from metro-
politan counties in only the two population size- related
trends. Sven these two trends are not overwhelmingly dis-
tinct or diverging from metropolitan patterns. That such
patterns of convergence emerge, houever, does justify using
the present typology to examine these tread data.

Probably the driving force behind this increasing con-
vergence between rural and metropolitan county types comes
from the rural counties' economic changes. Agriculture was
once the economic engine in rural counties. It is still an
economic engine. But, as these data show, alio longer is
the dominant force in most rural areas. Sven if agricul-
tural productivity and total acres harvested.have stabilized
from 1970 to 1980, these trends are due to smaller numbers
of farmers producing from larger sixes of farms. Likewise,
although manufactiring is still a large force in rural coun-
ties, it too has recently lost its larger plants so that a
slightly smaller percentage (even if a slightly greater num-
ber) of people in rural areas is engaged in manufacturing in
1980 compared to 1970. Manufacturing is, therefore, still a
powerful economic engine in rural counties, even if a de-
clining force in metropolitan counties. Overall in the
state, total product from manufacturing still holds up. As
automation and computerization in manufacturing continues,
the percentage employed in this sector declines. This trend
looks like it will be a permanent structural change into the
twenty-first century.

Manufacturing has been a traditional even if declining
industry of metropolitan areas. Consequently, the relative
influence of manufacturing, plus the increasing predominance
of service-oriented occupations in rural localities --tin new
force in the postindustrial service society--generally makes
most rural counties increasingly similar to metropolitan
county types in their industrial mix. Rural counties are
showing fewer socioeconomic signs over time of a distinct
rural character. Rural localities are becoming more like
metropolitan counties in their socioeconomic character, but
with a lag.

Another way to understand such a situation is through
the notion that the rural localities are increasingly inte-
grated with the metropolitan areas. When people leave
metropolitan areas to live in more rural localities, they
bring certain of their metropolitan orientations with them,
at least in part because they very _often commute to work in
metropolitan counties. Thus, "old" manufacturing and "new"
service functions of metropolitan ,areas are diffused, or
decentralized, to rural localities. Those counties more

113



l01

distant, as the above data show, receive these functions
with a greater lag than those closer to the metropolitan
areas so that localities closer to metropolitan counties are
more influenced by their institutions and general character
including their criteria for decision-saking.

The two sides of the coin in the overall processes
and implications seen in these data, than, are:

1. greater integration of the rural counties into
what has historically been the metropolitan func-
tions of manufacturing and services, and

2. greater decentralization from metropolitan locali-
ties to rural localities of these functions, pri-
marily through participation by people from rural
counties in metropolitan-based institutions.

"Nbtropolitanizatton" of rural' counties, then, is

taking place both through the decentralized operations of
metropolitan-based institutions in rural counties, and
through rural people commuting to metropolitan counties for
employment.

Data summery of the tweeds. Data for a more compre-
hensive view of the trends and gaps between county types are
summarized in table 8. The table is included not in order
to play a numbers game adding and subtracting pluses and
minuses, but as a reminder in a general way of the data for
the various indicators. Plus signs in table 8 mean that
something is increasing (not that it is "good" or "better"),
and minus signs indicate that something is decreasing (not
that it is "bad"). The minus sign neat to infant mortality,
for instance, simply means that infant mortality rates (item
33 in table 8) are decreasing. Likewise a plus sign next
to homicide rates (item 35) indicates that the rates are
increasing.-

Table 9 summarizes the patterns found in table 8. A
combination of a plus in the trends and a minus in the gaps
indicates that on the specific trend rural county types are
becoming more like metropolitan county types. This combina-
tion is especially important for the generalization that New
York's rural counties are into the postindustrial phase of
their development. It occurs in 14 of the 36 indicators.

Comvergeecee end metropolitan integration. In addi-
tion, 6 indicators show a minus-minus pattern, a decreasing
gap, with the trends also decreasing. All the indicators in
this pattern have to do with losses in primary and secondary
industries. Here, rural county types again are becoming
more like metropolitan county types, even if the trends are
not beneficial to either the metropolitan or rural counties.
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Table 8. Suosary el 36 Trends is Rural Counties sod Cboolso in age Vase= aural deed
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Table 9. 'Patterns of Differences Between Rural and Metropoli-
tan County Types, Sew Tort State, 1970-19$0*

Trend Cap Number
19701980 1970-1980 of Figures

Pattern I.

Pattern II.

Pattern /II.

Pattern IV.

*Source: Table S.

IMO

1.4

6

14

2

Total 36
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Overall, then, in 2D of the 36 indicators examined in
the figures, trends in rural counties are converging with
those in metropolitan counties. Moreover, these indicators
are found in each of the four general categories in which
they were examined.

Fourteen figures showed a plus-plus pattern, ingress- E.

ins treads within rural counties, and increasing gaps be-
tween Tura and metropolitan county types. Two of these
were on agricultural indicators (total acres harvested and
adjusted total market value of agricultural products sold),
two were on well-being (marital disruptions and homicides),
two were on population (number of occupied housing units and
percent nonwhite), four were on employment (work force as
percent of total adult population, and percent in health,
education, and finance-insurance), and four were on socio-
economic attainment (median family income, percent college
educated, percent affluent, and percent unemployed). Fur-
thermore, two figures showed a minus-plus pattern -- adjusted
median family income, and infant mortality.

Di s, inequalities, and rural deprivation.
Increasing gaps in the indicators in most cases should be
of considerable concern to state and local policymakers
because they indicate potential inequalities between rural
and metropolitan counties. Of the indicators showing in-
creasing gaps, the five on which rural counties lag in the
mast negative sense are: the two family income indicators,
percent college educated, percent unemployed, and percent
affluent. All these are different aspects of socioeconomic
attainment.

In addition, even though the gape are closing with
metropolitan county types, three indicators -- suicides, homi-
cides, and marital disruptions--show increasing trends (a
plus in the 1970-1980 trend columns). These also should be
of some concern to state and local policy makers responsible
for well-being in rural localities. Moreover, the losses in
secondary industries in terms of employment and number of
larger plants moving out, and the losses in employment in
primary industries are hardly comforting in the state as a
whole, and especially in the rural counties. Likewise,
slower growth in certain aspects of the tertiary sector in
rural localities, particularly in finance, insurance, and
real estate, can leave rural people relatively worse off.

These data point to a major conclusion, namely that
rural people experienced certain forms of relative depriva-
tion between 1950 and 1980, affecting how much rural people
earned, how they behaved, and probably what they felt. It

is also probable, by all appearances, that these trends both
have continued into the present and will continue into the
twenty-first century.
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The gleams of rural people increased between 1950 end
1900, but they still fell behind the wages of people in
metropolitan counties which increased even faster. They sew
themselves getting greater levels of college education dur-
ing this period, but they matched even greater proportions
of metropolitan people receiving college education. (end,
possibly, they watched collige-educeted rural people move to
eetropoliten localities and vice, verse).

Rural people do have improved housing and fewer of
their children are suffering mortally in infancy then be-
fore. But they also have higher and increasing *Nitride
rates and their homicide and marital disruption rates are
also increasing. These behaviors probably are the manifest
outcomes of complex sets of intermixed feelings of aspira-
tion, frustration, spilt, rage, abuse, dejection, sod de-
pression. They Zight be des, in pert at least, to the
relative deprivation rural people experienced between 1950
and 1980 in terms of their higher unemployment rates, lower
incomes, lower education lapels, and lower occupational
attainment compared to metropolitan people and geeeral
societal septratioes.

Metropolitan control sod rural inetititiens. A par -
ticular and subtle form of relative deprivation among rural
people is in terms of their participation in decisions which
control the major institutions of rural life. Rural insti-
tutions are increasingly dominated by management, control,
and planning from metropolitan-based institutions, where
parC.cipation by rural people is minimal if not nonexis-
tent. Those that are not directly dominated at almost
always respond to initiatives from other institutions which
are metropolitan-based.

The exact effects of this fors of relative deprivation
in terms of loss of control by rural people over their own
institutions are difficult to assess. Certainly many rural
people resent the "rights" of large corporations to more
plants out of rural localities almost at will, just as they
resent the intrusion of mandated state-governs ent programs
into their local budgets. Certainly also many rural people
often feel inundated if not overwhelmed by the "red tape" of
metropolitan-based bureaucratic forms to which they must
increasingly conform.

A popular image is that people move to rural locali-
ties in order to escape inundation by the urban and metro-
politan scene. Undoubtedly the inundation takes different
forms in rural localities, and perhaps it is not as great as
in metropolitan localities. Still, problem, of responding
to metropolitan-initiated changes do occur in rural locali-
ties, and often have their detrimental effects too.
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Slimy of these issues apparently disturb the serenity
of an otherwise relatively pastoral &viol life. Policy-
makers should not take lightly the inequalities between
rural and metropolitan localities in the state identified in

these trend.. Their effects are too pervasive and without
new policy initiatives are likely to coatings into the
twenty-first century.

Sancti of Mode nee rawel Isealitioe. An additional
major conclusion from these data is that they implicitly
indicate massive cheap* in locations/ and therefore envi-
ronmental decisions for rural counties. May examples can
be given. Some fares are being alumndoned; others are con-
solidatipg. Mots are closing down on the one head, and
opening on the other. People and families are relocating
their residences. All these changes stimulate further
changes in service delivery, both public and privets. loads
and utility lines suet be built and 'maintained. Service

facilities for water, sewer, electricity, natural gas, even
telephone and television must be expanded. Wasting schools
and hospitals also often need to relocate, close, or consol-
idate. Businesses, shops, end shopping centers also often
relocate due to changes in other institutionalised sectors.
The list can certainly go on.

All these locational chows will imilma further pub-
lic and private policy decisions both at the state end local

levels. All the new facilities found in the expansion and
decentralisation from metropolitan localities are expensive
to build and maintain. Questions of equity again raise the
issue of the proportion of contribution by people in rural
counties to the building of these new facilities. In most

cases, as noted above, rural people did not initiate the
changes even if they might potentially benefit from the
changes. The changes were mostly initiated from and by
metropolitan institutions.

In fact, part of the attractiveness of decentralising
operations to rural localities is that metropolitan -based
institutions can often reduce their costs in the process of

decentralisation. Often these reduced costs are possible
because rural people are willing to subsidise metropolitan
institutions in various mays. Two common subsidisation by
rural people include asking for (or accepting) lower pay
scales, and underwriting the costs of certain public utili-
ties paid for by local governments and hence by all people
in a locality rather than by those who benefit directly.

The economics of this set of costs and benefits to
localities and institutions are often ambiguous, and, even
if clear, are difficult to pinpoint. Equity issues are
still more difficult to handle. They can best be understood
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through comparative 'studies and hindsight rather than fore-
sight. Still, local and state Policymekere meet also grap-
ple with these issues lest rural localities win find
themselves experiencing even greater inequities into the
twenty-first cautery because of changes now underway in
their committee.

Summery conic lmmleme fres the treads. In sum, the
following conclusions Are drawn from current trends in New
York State.

1) New York is rapidly moving into advanced phases of
a postindustrial society, where private and public
services (education, health, finance, insurance,
real estate, retail and wholesale trade, public
administration, and so. forth) will increasingly
form its economic base.

2) Although poverty in New York State has been re-
duced since 1930, rural localities still lag
significantly behind people in metropolitan local-
ities in income, affluency, education, and employ-
ment. These inequities have not been reduced
effectively by pest local and state policies.

3) The relative deprivation of rural people implicit
in these inequities have increasing negative ef-
fects on personal well-being in rural areas as
measured by such behavioral consequences as in-
creasing suicides, homicides, and marital dis-
ruptions, and undoubtedly the feelings of rage,
guilt, depression, and frustration from which such
behavior arises.

4) The control, management, and planning functions of
rural people and localities is increasingly domi-
nated by metropolitan-based institutions (and
their resource optimisation criteria for decision
making). This form of control over rural locali-
ties again leaves many rural people feeling frue-
trated and helpless even as it may contribute to
their well-being in other ways. It also apper.rs
to reward metropolitan people more than rural
people.

In other words, movement toward the postindustrial
society is happening in New York, and the consequences of
this movement are in some ways comparatively detrimental to
rural people, resources, and localities. Apparently past
policies have not been effective in dealing with these
issues equitably.



VII. Policy &espouses to the Trends

The empirical conclusions based on the trends
presented in the figures and graphs througlurnt this report
portray an imfortant set of perspectives on the progress and
prospects, for rural Mew York. A imjor 189110 remains of her
New York policymakers at both state and local levels are
going to respond to these trends. To paraphrase Lincoln's
ideas, now that we have some clarity in where we are head-
ing, what goals are going to be set and what policies are
going to be adjusted and established to reach the goals?

Ultimate goals of V.S. society. The general policy
goals for governments in the United States are set down in
our founding documents, and captured in some key phrases
from these documents. The Declaration of Independence uses
phrases like:

all men are created equal..."

"... they are endowed... with certain inalienable
rights... life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness."

... to secure these rights governments are instituted
among men, deriving their just powers from the consent
of the governed..."

"... to institute... government organising its
powers in such form... to effect their safety and
happiness."

The Preamble to the Constitution of the United States
uses many similar phrases as goals to be achieved, but adds:

"We the people... perfect union... establish jus-
tice... insure domestic tranquillity... common
defense... promote the general welfare... secure
liberty... to ourselves and our posterity."

The founding goals of what our government and its
policymakers should strive for are established in these
statements. In short, they explicitly include the goals
of liberty, equality, justice, democracy (consent of the
governed), strong individualism (inalienable rights) for
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taking initiative to pursue life and happiness as well as
safety .(homem dignity), promoting welfare for all (and thus
mutual support for those most in need)' and the insurance of
domestic tranquillity (undoubtedly within the hounds of also
insuring liberty, equality, justice, and democracy).

TOmmihle widows of goals is modern society. To
achieve these goals is a big order and a complex task, espe-
cially In the-cootext of millions of people, hundreds of
localities, and thousands of social organisations. More-
over, the ;alum themselves are sometimes in paradox if not
downright contradiction. Is liberty compatible with equal-
ity? Is each person pursuing his or her own happiness comr
losable with domestic tranquillity? Is government involve-
ment with the general welfare compatible with the happiness
of all? Under these conditions, the rank ordering of these
values for any given historical period is certainly problem-
atic. The apparent contradictions in these issues demon-
strate how society can never really achieve all these values
simultaneously. On the other hand, the policy adjusting
system created by our founding documents always constrains
policymakers to attempt to allge.their actions with soci-
ety's goals and values, even in the face of changing histor-
ical conditions.

Adjustimg goals to historical chemise Ora* poli-
tics. Important forms for adjusting governmental policies
to the Changing conditions of history are found in various
aspects of political processes. Folicymakers learn about
the conditions of people, organisations, and localities, and
attempt to formulate actions to respond to inequities and
injustices in these conditions. Through bargaining and
negotiating particular programs into legislation, policy-
makers again learn about the conditions and the complexities
of dealing through legislation with so Emmy organisational
and institutional .comditioaa. Through legislative over-
sight, policymakers seek to assess program effectiveness.

Often political processes respond mainly to short-term
inequities and injustices, and to those people and organisa-
tions most easily mobilised to express the problems, injus-
tices and inequities, who may, in reality, not be those suf-
fering the most. Research of a more general nature on the
longer range trends over time is also important, therefore,
in pointing to potential problems which sight or will arise
in the future, and for which current policy planning should
be undertaken. These trends exist whether individuals and
organisations are noticing their immediate effects or not
And, they should guide the rank ordering of the values to
which concerned policymakers should respond.

Ultimate societal goals and major historical chimes
in rural WasUch4 Historical conditions often move society
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further from its goals rather than closer. The most impor-
tant policy implicatious of this study are those which arise
from recent historical triads in rural New York. Tin for
sets of trends were emphasised in the report - -these mere
rural localities are becoming more like, and peihaps being
dominated by, metropolitan institutions; and those where
rural localities are increasingly more deprived in compari-
son to at least certalaustropoliten localities. As seen in
the figures ins' graphs, end mommarized in table 8, these
trends have many manifestations.

Thus, many indicators in these trends stand in con-
trast with the ultimate goals and values specified in our
society's founding documents. The relative deprivations
cancan with the goals of equality; and the domination of
rural institutions by nonlocal metropolitan institutions
stand in contrast with the notions of local individual
initiative, dignity, and democracy. NOreaver, the disrup-
tions of increasing suicide, homicide, and marital disrup-
tion rates is rural localities stand in contrast with the
goals of achieving domestic tranquillity and promoting the
general welfare.

"!Ability" of dleadvastaged rural cemditians.

Since many of these conditions affect a range of unorganized
individuals, and are occurring in a complex setting of other
treads, they often produce no or few advocacy groups. A
particularly difficult, yet important and not atypical,
trend concerns incase growth and inequality. The condition
is one where, in general, people in the richer metropolitan
counties are getting richer faster than people in the poorer
rural counties. Because of the implied paradox in the con-
dition, and because the effects of the trends on so many
disparate individuals are difficult to perceive directly,
the condition may go unnoticed at can organised and conscious
level. A similar condition occurs in the case of unemploy-
ment rates, suicide rates, and rates in obtaining a college
education. People in may given locality often cannot per-
ceive their position relative to people in other localities.

Disadvantaged rural conditions, real is their effects,
require policy adjustments. Depriving social structural
conditions in rural compared to metropolitan localities
have been demonstrated in empirical studies, and are there-
fore real. They are also real in their effects on people
and localities. These conditions are themselves socially
disruptive and contribute to other rural pathologies. These
conditions, therefore, require adjustments in current poli-
cies and programs in order to produce greater equity and
justice for rural New Yorkers in general, and for certain
population segments within rural New York in particular.
Effective policy adjustments that will counter negative
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trends should certainly become proximate goals for state and
local policymakers it New York.

Difficulty in desigaimg effective policy alterna-
tives. Effective policies that will alleviate negative
conditions and capitalise on strengths are themselves not
immediately apparent. Considerable debate about the poli-
cies and processes for effectively responding to these con-
ditions are both possible and occurrieg. To determine the
causal relation between proposed policy and its success in
alleviating the disrupting conditions requires considerable
thought, debate, and additional empirical research.

Consommes es policy of incremeigg asployseet. Almost
every policy analysis suggests that an increase in employ-
ment is a key for increasing income, education, and skills
in rural localities and for reducing unemployment rates as
well as the other social disruptions to domestic tranquil-
lity found in rural localities. Probably most policymakers
are looking to more effective policies for stimulating the
manufacturing and agricultural nectars to alleviate the
effects of relative deprivation in rural (and other) New
York localities. Computerisation, automation, and even
robotisation in manufacturing, and to some extent in agri-
culture, however, make huge employment gains in these two
sectors most unlikely.

On the other. hand, our data show that, despite losses
in the manufacturing and agricultural sectors, jobs in rural
localities continue to grow. The principal growth in em-
ployment has been occurring in the tertiary-service sector,
particularly in health, education, and public administra-
tion. These segments certainly contribute directly to over-
all well-being in rural as well as metropolitan localities.
But they also have received little attention among both
state and local policymakers. Meet observers of policymak-
ing hear policymakers saying "hold down costs" in these
areas, even if the tertiary-services sector is contributing
the greatest amount of growth in employment.

Growth Is jobs sod growth is income and equality. It
should be noted that income growth may be less important
than associated employment growth. A lot depends on the
distribution of income. There is a positive correlation
between growth in income, and growth in income inequality
(by definition of the affluency-poverty ratio), as well as
growth in suicide, homicide, and marital disruption rates.
It is not at all clear, therefore, that growth in income is
in itself satisfactory without a corresponding increase in
equality in the distribution of income.

$
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amenity of detailed researOh on Job-related Issues.
Certainly before polio re formulate policies to deal
with the growing rural inequalities and injustices, more
research should be undertaken. One of the most important
aspects of increased research is to have current and rele-

vant data readily available. The data in this report, for

instance, bring us only up to 1969. It is nearly half a
decade since they were collected, and yet they became avail-
able for analysis only during the last year.

Impartamea of data bosom and policy analysts* Data on

current trends are most useful when they can be interrelated

and analysed conveniently with data on the eagle localities.
Presumed causal relations between different aspects of rural
society should be examined empirically in order to assess
proposed policy changes and their final effects on the goals
to be achieved under the constitution of our state and na-

tion.

Thus, both data and qualified analysts to examine the
presumed causal relations between different indicators in
the data are two of the highest priorities for policymakers
to support as necessary steps in achieving effectiveness in

the policy-plamdag process for responding to society's
trends. As we noted in the beginning of this report, poll-
cymakers need three Ueda of information in their decision
making:

1. knowledge of the trends in society;

2. clarity in the relation of these trends to the
fundamental goals of our society;

3. clarity in empirically supported causal analyses
of the way policies can actually alleviate ac-
knowledged disruptive conditions in society.

Extensive data banks and technical support personnel
sees to be two absolutely essential factors in achieving
these subgoals which themselves are steps toward assisting
people, localities, and organizations in our rural society.

Metropolitan and rural institutions. Beyond simply a

call for more data, more research, and technical assistance,
however, is an issue of major concern to rural localities-- -
namely, the dominance and/or control over rural institutions
by metropolitan-based institutions. This concern seems

well-founded. Such a phenomenon may well be related to the
previous issue of the relative deprivation being experienced
by people in rural localities compared to those in metropol-
itan localities. Metropolitan-based institutions are simply

moving directly into rural localities, integrating rural
localities into their spheres of influence and operarson,
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and the disproportionately appropriating resources from the
rural localities and transferring them to people, organise-
tioes, and localities within seumnpatiten regions.

The relationship described certainty leads to frustra-
tions, conmenication boelbdouno. and small-to-greet gains
and losses experienced by large numbers of people and organ-
isations in rural localities who become ism:WM in this
process. The general pattern of rural invasion by metropol-
itan institutions, with subseqmint greater integral= of
rural localitieslwitb the metropolitan isstitutions, and
then disproportionate rewords being acquired by people-and
organisations is metropolitan localities is consistent with
the trend patterns between 1950 and 1980 examined here.

Netrepoliten-reral structural relations require strec-
tmral-lswel policy esepemsei. The conditions described in
this generalised pattern of relations batmen rural and
metropolitan institutions are known as structural condi-
tions. They are the work of no one, or even a few, indi-
viduals or organisations. But overall they are real.
Effective responses for changing this structural pattern,
therefore, must also be at the structural level. Policy
responses should give rural institutions and thus rural
people more of an opportunity to be self - determining and
receive more rewards for their efforts.

The problems do not reside in individual people. The
problems do reside, however, in the structure of exchanges
and relations between rural organisations and institutions
and metropolitan organisations and institutions. The bias
and effective influence in these relations have favored
metropolitan institutions over rural institutions in recent
decades.

Three structural policy strategies. In order to
correct these rural-metropolitan inequities, policymakers
should give serious consideration to three structural fac-
tors in their deliberations:

I. increase investments in rural localities which
produce reasonably large local multipliers for
them;

2. stress rural locality self-sufficiency;

3. increase the number of rural institutions with
state-of-the-art expertise in management, control,
and planning.

ia

The go le of these policies would be to increase the
extent of 1 I control over local rural institutions and
to increase he extent of socioeconomic attainment by local
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rural people and organizations. Those policy strategies
would reverse the present trend toward dominance of rural
organizations and institutions by metropolitan -based insti-
tutions and organizations, and would reduce the present
drain of rural socioeconomic resources from the rural areas

of Memr1Pork.

Control by rural ,people and organizations is consis-
tent with the fftdamental goal of keeping democratic !nett-

tattoos as locally based as possible in our society, and an
increase in local rural socioeconomic attainment is consis-
tent with keeping wore equality throughout all localities in

New 'fork.

State-lefti copassatory pelicies In order to

achieve greater financial investment in rural localities
by rurally controlled institutions it may be necessary to
counter certain other toxaemia, ugich are current in rural
New Torki such as branch banking and breath plant operations
of initiloestional firms. These operations, especially the

branch hankies, seem- to be-shifting more resources from
rural localities to Amtropolitan-based institutions than
they are shifting resources to the rural localities. At the

very least, more research should be undertaken on these is-

sues. Perhaps new policies should require that a certain

proportion of rural resources obtained by these kinds of

operations be reinvested in rural localities.

Wartiary services as rural investment opportunity.
State and local policynekere should assess the potential for

growth in tertiary-service industries in rural areas. Addi-

tional research is needed in order to ascertain more pre-
cisely the nature of growth opportunities in these indus-

tries. Following are questions that should be anowered.
What kinds of jobs are being created? Where are investment

funds for these jobs coming from? Nov can local money
transfers take place so that people and organizations in

rural localities optimize their nun economic growth and

development on the basis of tertiary services? Without such

answers, optimization of resource utilization in rural areas

will be greatly limited. Ftee market conditions and solu-
tions, as a substitute for more policy research, apply in

only restricted ways in rural localities. Most markets in
rural localities are so limited that they are at best oli-

gopolies and at worst monopolies, which helps explain why

the coot of many goods and services in rural areas is higher

than in metropolitan areas. Thus, is order to achieve opti-

mum economic growth and development and greater equality in
rural localities, new forms of Cooperation between public

and private investments will have to be developed. The sub-

goal of such cooperation would be more thorough integration

of publicAand private capabilities associated with manage -
ment, control, and planning in rural localities. Increased

emphasis on cooperatives is one alternative.
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Investments by the state public sector into rural
locelitiee tertiary- services !sector often act in the same
manner as if they were important export bases for these
localities. State and local policymakers understand intui-
tively that state support for the rural services sector. is
an investment. In many, rural localities, state investments
are the primary sources of economic base. However, many
rural localities do net have the required expertise to take
advantage of potential ec000mic multiplier effects *la are
commoaly famed is more urban localities. In this sense,
many rural localities could definitely obtain additional
benefits if certain types of technical advice regarding
management, control, and planning of rural locality self-
sufficiency were available to people and organisations in
these localities.

Dammatmiltainglaturegoliten Smectioms to rural locali-
ties. Computers and other electronic and communication
devices are definite aids for ore:coning the friction of
time and specs experienced in rural areas. These modem
tools make a rapid decentralisation of metropolitan fent-
tioas and transition to a postindustrial society under rural
locality control eminently possible. If state and rural
policymakers were to decide to commit themselves to such
decentralisation, the lags And gaps between metropolitan
and rural quality of lifh might be able to be closed move
quickly.

Some of the benefits which would accompany decentral-
ization include:

1. being in harmony with existing societal trends
toward decentralization to rural localities which
apparently moat institutions and people find more
satisfying or efficient or both;

2. a more equitable distribution of jobs, income, and
education levels, in which rural areas now lag;

3. a more efficient and productive economy overall
because more resourcesinstitutional, socio-
economic, natural (land, air, and water), and
human--would be engaged in the economy, whereas
capacity in rural areas currently is underutilized
and underemployed;

4. perhaps a deceleration in some of the more disrup-
tive well-being characteristics, such as suicides,
homicides, and marital disruptions, all of which
are now increasing, so that there would be greater
overall quality of life for everyone.



117

S. a reduced need for public assistance and human
services aimed at treatment of rural societal

pathologies; less dependency and greater self-
sufficiency.

Some of.the costs of decentralisation would in part
depend upon how quickly it occurs. They night include:

1.- costs due to not fully using facilities, serviees,
and orgintizations currently in place in metropoli-
tan counties (althoggh some setropoliton faelli-
tiesare in considerable disrepair at present);

2. costs of building certain new facilities in rural
localities;

3. time and resources required in researching and
planning how public strategies can most efficient-
ly accelerate the decentralisation and ameliorate
the negative and inequitable effects;

4. costs in mobilising and implementing these public
strategies through public bureaucracies;

5. costs of training people to be able to perform the
variety of functions necessary to the decontrall-
zatiom;

6. costs associated with convincing some people in
rural localities that the decentralization is

really beneficial to them individually and to the
state as a whole;

7. costs associated with assuring greater local con-
trol, management and planning In the decentralisa-

tion;

8. costs associated with handling presently unknown
dislocations and frustrations which accompany dis-
ruptions for some people and institutions caused
by social and structural changes.

Decentralisation inevitable due to private decimioms.
The costs of decentralisation are institutional, socioeco-
nomic, physical, and human. However, it appears the major
issue is not necessarily whether the benefits outweigh the
costs. Decentralization and integration with metropolitan
functions is inevitable for rural areas, due to private-
level individual and organizational decisions, whether

policymakers find them acceptable or not. The major ques-
tions are what will be the pace of decentralization, whether
the public will aid or deter the pace, and whether local
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rural equity and control are probable in the decentralisa-
tion. The for question is under whose aegis and to whose
benefit will dicestralisaties occur people and organisa-
tions whieh are now metropolitan-based, or those which are
rural locality-based?

The major direction of this change is toward a post-
industrial service-oriented societyone featuring various
kinds of trade, education, health, and finamcial trees -
actions, but which also includes sonagawment, control, and
planning activities. Although rural counties show a slight
increase, in the total number of manufacturing jobs, they
show a net loss in the number of manufacturing establish-
meets employlms over 20 and over 100 worker,.

arms& plamte of smdidiamotlemml firms as only al per.
tied solstien. "Smokestack-chasier by localities as a
Lops-tern solution to enhance their economic bases is a Ile-
ited and, fundamentally, a "beggar thy neighbor' solution.
There are not enomgh of these firms to go around for all
Localities seeking them. There is no question that New
Yorkers must sad will compete successfully in this process.
Manufactories and forams in rural comities are still mejor
contributors to rural ecomondes. Indeed, to know how to
optimise their development and their interrelations to an
array of services is the tertiary sector is also an impor-
tant study to be undertaken. But actual growth in jobs
overall is rural localities will mainly come in the terti-
ary-service sector.

Services as the expert growth sector in both the state
and rural localities. Can the tertiary sector really become'
a new export economic base and take up the slack in creating
new jobs? These are important questions. So far the dia.-
tribution of rewards associated with the restructuring of
the state and national economies over the pest thirty years
has veered more to people in metropolitan areas than to
those rural localities even immediately adjacent to them.
In order to achieve more equitable development in rural
areas, new ideas, entrepreneurial knowhow, and commitment
oust infuse all service institutioce--commercial, financial,
educational, governmental. As noted elsewhere, the advent
of computerisation and telecommunications theoretically
makes possible still greater decentralisation of the activi-
ties and rewards associated with =easement, control, and
planning functions than has occurred to date in the state's
rural areas.

Problems of equity in service-sector growth in rural
counties. The prospects for equitable job and income growth
in rural counties in such a situation look disturbing.
Rural counties' poverty and income, unemployment and under-
employment, and college education levels are all worse and
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tend to be diverging from the* in the metropolitan coun-
ties. Such a situation calls for cr6stive solutions.

Ihe nature of adequate responses to these conditions
east be reworked and tbmught out. People oft be assured
they have diagnosed the real problems and opportunities

rather than being diverted into blind alleys. Nereover,

coordinated state and loads private and public policies
gnat be predate' to handle the myriad imetitutiosal sub-
issues netelsary for a more effective resolution to the

overall problems* of rural amities.

Public pelintes *NMI to decentrelimmtlan issues.
Now much rural Neu Yorkers, in contrast to metropolitan New

Yorkers, participate in overall decentralisation and its
associated rewards will-depend on policies and initiatives
at the federal, state, and local levels. A major issue is
whether public policy is supportiverof, or an obstacle to,
the decentralising forces ender conditions of more local

enntrol. Federal, state, and local budgets 'and policies
should certainly be analysed with this issue in mind.

Meseerch control to effective stets-level policies.
In order to aster such policy-relevant questions effective-

ly, certain sew research is *cogency. Since economic
institutions are so central as cameos of other quality -of-
life indicators, rat should probably start with then.

A key piece ofaresserds is to analyse the various parts of
the tertiary-service sector in'order to identify which ones

offer the most potential to become viable export economic
bases for localities and the state as a whole.

It was suggested previously that Rev York may be ahead

in management, control, and planning functions, especially
in computerisation and decentralisation, and that these

should perhaps be analyzed in more detail for their export

economic base and development possibilities. Likewise, Sew

York may offer leadership to those in nearby states or even

the whole nation in education, public administration and

government coordination, health, banking, insurance, legal

services, trade and commerce, consulting firms of all kinds,

and so forth. Certainly, if the tertiary-service sector
were disaggregated into categories like these, and studies

made of their economic -base viability, state and local

governments might be able to focus their energies and
resources more efficiently in aiding each other toward the

required integration and decentralisation.

Additional policy-relevamt research. A further essen-
tial piece of research is to analyse and determine what
policies rural localities can follow in order to increase

their chances for smooth transitions into a post industrial
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society. Per iestance meld curriculum champs in local
institutions of learning have cost-effective outcomes to the
transition? Bow essential is industrial -park development?
Better sewer, waters aad other public utilities? Better
Local tramsportation facilities and higheela Better health
facilities? Better networking among local leaders so that
they are liorking toverd common objectives with egreed-upon
strategies'? Whet is the relevance of each of these fac-
torsis inty one more lipertant than any other? Met cow
bination of factors is optimum?

Some of these questions require answers from formal
research studies in order to obtain adequate and well-formu-
lated documentation. Others require observing local pro..
ceases of what seem effective and what does not. Some
aspects of mowers can come from careful reading and library
research. All require monitoring trends over time to ob-
serve the istegration-decentralisatios dynamics, their
effective causes, and their beneficial end disruptive out-
comes. Studies like the present one provide useful over-
view to the issues. But it is also necessary to go beyond
census-type data and emke careful observations in locali-
ties, and comparisons between localities, in order to bring
the most relevant inforsation to bear an the policy deci-
sions necessary for handling the enormous changes sitting on
the doorsteps of nearly all rural localities.

New cooperative Networks necessary im arrives at
effective policing for the achtevememt of greeter rural
equity. Viable working relationships between researchers,
legislators, local rural leaders, and a variety of other
local citizens can enhance the effectiveness and efficien-
cies of public policies to handle these issues. On the
basis of the present study, every rural county seems subject
to these metropolitan-rural integration - decentralisation
control-participation dynamics.

The major differences between rural localities prob-
ably lie in the adequacy and effectiveness of their respon-
ses to these dynamics. At present metropolitan localities
and people appear advantaged over rural people and locali-
ties in this respect.

The quality of life and future prosperity of the State
of New York depend in large part upon the adequacy and
effectiveness of the response of policymekers in state
government, as well as in rural and metropolitan areas, to
the issues of how to move into the postindustrial era of the
twenty-first century in humane, participatory, and equitable
ways.
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AP11111111

TAMA* CONUMWOMDZIO TO
36 IBM* Of MOMS 111 COMM mu

This appendix includes tabular "cries of data for
each county type. The figures in the discussion text corre-
spond to these tables; i.e., table I here is graphed as
figure 1 in the text. Also, data sources for ow* of the
tables and corresponding figures are listed together in
appendix O. County types 1-6 for each of the tables are
described below.

kn.

1 Downstate Metropolitan Comities

2 Upstate Metropolitan Counties

3 Rural Counties Under Extensive Urban
Influence

4 Rural Counties Under Considerable Urban
Influence

5 Rural Counties Under Moderate Urban
Influence

6 Rural Counties Under Limited Urban
Influence
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_Table 1. Population Size
in County Typo. 1-6, Men York State, 1958-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980

Metropolitan
1 9,555,903 10,694,633 11,575,740 10,803,581
2 2,054,556 3,426,102 3.759,542 3,6664665

Rural
3 019,198 897,869 1,002,047 1,056,098
4 980,21$5 1,016.702 1,073,507 1,120,42
5 421,720 461,594 538,145 591,881
6 .270,518 279,324 292,330 319,285

Table 2. Population Density
in County Types 1-6, Meg York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980

Metropolitan
4,471 5,004 5,416 5,055

2 398 478 524 511
Rural

3 123 135 150 158
4 68 76 81 84
5 46 51 59 65
6 29 30 32 35
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Table 3. 'unbar of Occupied lousing Units
in County Types 1-6, Nos Tort State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980

Metropelitaa
2,816,015 3,453,023 3,876,503 3,983,005

2 811,218 1,014,021 1,157,775 1,299,660
Rural

3 239,563 268,670 307,707 364,742
4 259,902 295,911 323,600 384,639
5 121,436 136,339 160,023 199,459
6 77,005 80,746 88,253 108,924

Table 4. Potential Labor Force: Persons Aged 21 to 65
in County Types 1-6, Sew York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980

etropolitnn
1 5,603,308 6,083,975 6,237,993 6,128,662
2 1,635,165 1,793,968 1,902,225 2,015,519

Aural
3 452,426 450,427 491,782 561,299

483,914 499,586 516,390 588,577
5 223,299 230,717 260,573 310,400
6 139,821 133,349 137,440 162,745
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Table 5. -Potential Labor Force: Persons Aged 21 to 65
as a Percentage of Depilation
is Comity Types 1-6, es Mork State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 58.6 56.9 53.9 56.7
2 57.3 52.4 50.6 55.0

Rural
3 55.2 50.2 49.1 53.1
4 53.3 49.2 48.1 52.5
5 52.9

. .49.2 48.4 52.4,
6 51.7 47.7 47.0 51.0

Table 6. Percentage of Population 65 Years of Age and Older
in County Types 1-6, Mew York Statee_1950-1980

1

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Netropolitun

1 7.7 9.7 10.9 12.4
2 9.1 10.0 10.1 11.9

Rural
3 10.8 11.6 10.9 12.0
4 10.7 11.1 10.9 12.2
5 12.1 12.4 11.4 12.5
6 10.9 11.9 12.0 13.4
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Table 7. Percentage of Population Nonshite
in County Types t-6, Sew York State, 1950-1980

County Type
letropolitan

1

1950

8.9

1960

12.0

19'i0 1980

26.6
2 2.9 4.8 7.8 9.4

Petal
3 0.9 1.4 1.4 2.7
4 1.1 1.6 2.1 3.2
5 1.2 1.6 1.9 2.3
6 1.1 1.7 2.3 . 3.4

Table 8. Work Force: lumber of InFloyed Persons
Aged 14 and Over (Aged 16 and Over in 1970,1980)
in County Types 1-6, Nes York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960. 1970 1980

Metropolitan
1 3,915,462 4,362,640 4,607,100 4,616,761
2 1,128,551 1,280,245 1,453,140 1,581,310

Rural
3 318,113 324,966 376,523 437,256
4 332,638 355,537 386,795 443,602
5 153,126 1E9,230 196,680 240,841
6 96,279 96,844 103,763 120,998
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Table 9. Mork Force as a Percentage of Potential Labor Force
in County Types 1-6, Neu Fork State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 69.9 71.7 73.9 75.3
2 69.0 71.4 76.4 78.5

Rural
3 70.3 72.1 76.6 77.9
4 68.7 71.2 74.9 75.4
5 68.6 73.3 75.5 77.6
6 68.9 72.6 75.5 74.3

Table 10. resales as a Percentage of the Mork Force
in County Types 1-6, Mew York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 197C 1980
Metropolitan

1 32.1 35.1 39.2 44.1
2 29.9 33.3 38.3 43.3

Rural
3 29.2 33.6 37.6 42.3
4 28.1 33.1 37.8 42.6
5 26.1 32.5 36.5 41.4
6 25.2 31.5 36.8 41.7
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Table 11. Tertiary fileindWm* Sector limployaoat
as a Permatege of lark force
la Couaty Types 3-6, Saw torklitate, 1950-1900

County Type
lettepolltan

1

1950

743

1960

73.7

1970

10.6

1910

02.0
2 59.0 62.1 60.1 71.9

Rural
3
a

,

F

52.0
56:9

56.2
61.0

66.1
66.4

70
70.4

5 51.0 57.0 63.2 '66.5
6 57.4 62.6 70.2 71.2

Sable 12. Retail and tholemale Trade Employment
as a Percolator, of Mork Porce
in County Types 1-6, Bev York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 22.5 19.0 18.3 19.2
2 19.0 17.2 10.0 20.2

Rural
3 16.2 16.6 17.0 18.8
4 17.3 16.8 17.7 19.4
5 14.2 14.5 15.6 17.5
6 15.2 16.3 16.6 17.5
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Table 13. Public Administration Employment
as a Percentage of Sark Force
in County- Types i 6, -New York State, t950-1980

County Type
eetropolitan

1950 1960 1970 1980

4.7 4.8 5.7 5.0
2 4.5 4.9 5.2 5.6

Rotel
3 4.7 5.4 6.1 7.2
4 3.2 3.6 4.4 5.0
5 4.0 4.7 5.1 5.8
6 3.3 3.8 4.9 5.4

Table 14. Employment i0 Education
as a Percentage'vf Work Force
in County Types 1-6, sea York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Oetropolitam

1 2.9. 4.1 7.3 7.9
2 3.7 5.2 9.0 10.1

Rural
3 3.8 6.2 9.8 '. ,7

4 5.2 8.1 12.5 -I... 2

5 4.1 6.1 9.4 10.6
6 5.0 7.7 11.2 12.3
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Table 15. Employneat is Sealtb Services
as a Perceatage of Work Force
is Comity types 1-6, lee York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 3.0 3.0 6.0 8.9
2

local
3

4.0

3.3

3.5

2.6

6.8

5.9

9.3

8.2
4 3.5 3.2 5.9 8,1
5 3.3 2.8 6.1 8.0
6 3.3 2.9 5.6 7.9

Table 16. Employment in Finance, Insurance and Real Estate
as a Percentage of Work Force
in County Types 1-6, See York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 7.2 7.7 9.5 10.5
2 3.1 3.7 4.4 5.4

Rural
3 2.1 2.6 3.2 3.9
4 2.2 2.8 3.2 3.5
5 1.9 2.5 2.8 3.5
6 1.8 2.4 3.2 3.5
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atille 17. Sanagecial, Professional, sad Technical Employment
as a Vintage of Work farce
in Ceasty Types 1-6, is Tork State, 19501980

Comity Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Satzepelitai

26.4 25.4 27.5 27.2
2 20.0 22.9Mai
3 10.4__- 20.3 23.2 21.7
4 11.7 20.5 23.3 22.3
S 15.2 17.7 20.5 20.2
6 16.7 19.1 20.1 20.1

Table IS. secoadary Sector Employment
as a Percentage of Work Force
in Coenty Types 1-6, See York State, 1950-1980

Comity Type
lettopoliten

1

1950

27.2

1960

25.8
2 37.8 36.0

Basal
3 38.9 35.6
4 29.4 30.7
5 29.3 31.6
6 18.8 21.5
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1970 1980

19.0 17.5
30.6 27.0

30.3 26.9
26.3 25.0
29.9 27.5me 21.7
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Table 19. Total lusher of Manufacturing Units
Xnploying 20 or lore Persons
in County Types 1-6, Sew tack State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1990

Metropolitan

1,928
11,741
1,886

9,799
1,817

8,396
1,739------t2

Rural
3 513 493 497. 457
4 564 512 526 *93
5 276 274 254 235
6 135 116 114 105

Table 20. Total Heber of Manufacturing Units
8nploying 100 or lore Persons
in County Types 1-6, Her York State, 1950-1980

County Type

metropolitan
1

1950

1,526

1960

1,815

1970

1,744

1980

1,475
2 727 661 601 589

Rural
3 185 198 180 164
4 204 193 204 202
5 94 93 95 85
6 33 34 38 46
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Table 21. Primary Sector Bnploynent
as a Percentage of Rork Force
in County Types lee York State, 1950-1980

County Type
Metropolitan

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.5
2

Rural
3.2 1.9 1.3 1.1

3 9.1 6.1 3.5 3.1.
4 13.7 8.4 5.3 4.6
5 18.8 11.4 6.9 6.0
6 23.8 15.9 9.0 7.1

Table 22. Average Percentage of Land in Agriculture
in County Types 1-6, Bev York State, 1950-1980

County Type
Betropolitan

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 15.9 9.5 6.1 4.6
2

Rural
60.3 48.6 35.6 32.4

3 58.6 54.7 42.3 40.3
4 57.2 48.2 36.3 33.8
5 50.9 44.1 35.1 33.7
6 41.2 35.1 25.1 22.7
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Table 23. Total limber of Earns
in County Types 1-6, Selklock State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960\

Setropoliten
1 4,185 2,043
2 26,919 16,807

Rural
3 23,415 16,076
4 34,199 23,049
5 20,920 14,159
6 15,339 10,240

1970 1980

1,030 1,116
10,350 8,198

10,111 8,098
14,479 12,242"
9,560 8054
6,379 5,267

Table 24. Total Acres Harvested in Agriculture
in County Types 1 -6, Mew 'fork State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960

Metropolitan
1 21,714 13,017
2 276,542 222,958

Rural
3 250,240 233,641
4 488,099 411,663
5 297,558 257,975
6 242,835 207,069

1970 1980

8,302 6,293
163,481 148,814

180,877 172,207
309,643 288,491
205,265 196,881
147,641 133,564
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Table 25. Total Iarhat Value of Agrioaltural Products Sold
(Thousands of Dollars adjusted to 1980 Dollars)
As County Types I-6, New lock State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980

Istropolitan
1 213,278 176,965 162,013 114,282
2 514,653 491,929 478,297 438,353

Dural
3 413,167 448,578 444,486 447,462
4 563,705 584,201 622,148 606,962
5 660,799 508,918 484,246 482,364
6 300,023 283,560 331,781 292,352

Table 26. Radian Family Income (Dollars)
An County Types 1-6, New fork State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980

Netropolitan
1 3,655 6,569 10,901 20,344
2 3,506 6,519 10,908 21,405

Rural
3 3,240 5,779 9,993 19,513
4 2,965, 5,525 9,049 17,428

5 2,798 5,432 9,622 18,917
6 2,612 4,955 8,516 16,007
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Table 27. &Alas Maly lams, Militate& to 1910
Dollars by tbe Cesium Paige laden
is County Typos -144, Sew Tack State, 1254-111110

County type 1950, 1900 1970 19041

Istropolitaa
1 12,010 10425 24,527 29,192
2 12,090 11,204 24,543 24,402-

Regal
3 11,170 16,297 22,404 22,240
4 WM 15,501 20,340 11,040
5 9,4155 15,310 21,4150 21,505
6 9,011 13,973 10,161 10,240

Table 28. Percentage of Formosa Aged 25 and Over
Who lave Completed Some College or lore
in county Types 1-6, New York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 13.6 17.5 21.5 33.0
2 12.4 16.3 22.3 32.$

Rural
3 12.6 14.6 19.4 28.9
4 13.3 15.6 21.6 29.
5 11.4 13.5 18,6 26.9
6 13.0 14.7 19.2 26.5
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Table 29. Percentage of Labor Force Unemployed
is County Types 1-6. Set lock State, 1950-1980

County type
Betropolitam

1

2
Betel

3
4
5
6

1950 1960 1970 1980\

5.9 4.0 3.1 6.3
5.4 5.0 3.6 7.1

5.2 6.9 4.5 8.5
5.5 6.8 4.7 8.9
5.7 6.4 4.2 8.9
6.6 8.4 5.4 10.0

Table 30. Percentage of Families is Poverty
in County Types 1-6, New lock State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 18.4 13.2 12.8 16.3
2 17.5 12.3 10.0 10.6

Rural
3 22.6 16.7 11.1 11.2
4 27.7 10.6 14.0 14.2
5 31.2 18.8 12.5 12.0
6 34.2 24.4 16.3 16.0
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Table 31. Percentage of families in Affluence
in County Types 1-6, Sou Tork State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Setropolitan

1 30.0 22.2 29.2 28.2
2 24.3 18.4 24.9 25.9

Rural
3 20.2 13.4 19.1 19.9
4 16.1 11.8 .15.8 16.2
5 14.5 11.0 17.7. 18.9
6 12.6 9.6 13.8 12.3

Table 32. Percentage of Occupied Dwelling Units
with Indoor Plumbing
in County Types 1-6, Der lurk State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Setropoliten

1 88.2 83.4 97.9 95.8
2 82.4 82.4 97.9 98.2

Rural
3 69.9 73.5 95.6 97.3
4 69.7 72.2 96.1 97.1
5 62.8 70.3 95.4 97.0
6 64.8 68.4 94.9 96.7
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Table 33. Infant Mortality (Three-Tear Average)
per One Thousand Live,#irtbs
in County Types 1 -6, Mee lock State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1- 24.6 24.8 20.5 13.8
2 25.9 23.2 18.6 11.6

Bural
3 26.6 22.8 17.5 11.1
4 28.3 23.5 18.2 11.0
5 25.7 22.7 17.8 8.7
6 31.0 25.7 19.7 12.0

Table 34. Munber of Suicides per 100,000 Persons
in County Types 1-6, Neu York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 10.8 9.3 7.0 9.1

2 10.0 8.5 9.0 9.5
Rural

3 12.9 9.0 9.2 10.9

4 15.0 12.7 10.3 10.6
5 15.4 14.1 9.3 11.5

6 16.6 12.5 8.9 10.0
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Table 35. Nunber of 8onicides per 100,000 Persons
in county Types 1-6, Sig York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 3.5 4.4 10.5 18.0
2 1.5. 1.3 3.9 5.5

Rural
3 0.7 1.6 1.9 1.7
4 1.3 1.1 1.8 2.9
5 0.2 1.5 1.5 2.2 .

6 1.1 0.7 3.1 2.8

Table 36. Percentage of Ever-Married Persons
ilhose Marriages are Currently Disrupted
in County Types 1-6, lee York State, 1950-1980

County Type 1950 1960 1970 1980
Metropolitan

1 11.7 17.6 19.2 27.8
2 13.1 15.5 18.9 22.8

Rural
3 13.4 15.5 18.6 21.1
4 13.8 15.9 19.7 21.8
5 13.8 15.5 18.4 19.9
6 13.7 16.1 f20.0 21.6
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Decision eskers at all levels of government need data on
which to base decisions. A variety of decisions requires differ-
ent kinds of data. Statei-level decision eskers need data which
aggregate differeut types of counties, as well se data for indi-
vidual counties, so that they can ascertain the extent to which
each county fits or deviates from a given pattern. Local deci-
sion milkers also need data based both an their localities, and on
similar counties, so they can better assess their own county
progress relative to other comparable counties. All types of
decision makers need data width display trends is important
indicators related to a range of decisions. Gains or losses on
individual indicators highlight areas where close attention to
policies may be necessary.

Data and Indicators

This appendix presents data to meet several needs of state
and local decision makers. Trend tables for every county in the
state on thirty-six key socioeconomic indicators correspond to
the four basic categories of the figures in the text:

-- demography (population else, density, age-sex distribu-
tions, and so forth);

-- industrial sectors (primary-extractive, secondary-pro-
cessing, tertiary-servicing, and so forth);

-- socioeconomic attainment (income and education levels,
poverty, affluence, and so forth); and

-- personal well-being (suicides, homicides, infant mortal-
ity, marital disruption, and so forth).

These indicators represent fundamental facts decision
makers need about localities in order to adjust their policies
and programs. Counties vary significantly from each other on
these indicators, both in levels attained and in trends through
the decades since 1950. With information about these levels and
trends, and comparisons with comparable counties even on these
few indicators, decision makers should find their tasks made
easier.

Nearly all indicators are from census data published for or
near the census years 1950, 1960, 1970, and 1980. Appendix D
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lists the census -data sources for each indicator. A full de-
scription of the indicators is given in each of these census
volumes. A trend comparison on each indicator for six groupings
of counties is presented in the main body of this report. There,
trends are presented on each indicator for downstate and upstate
metropolitan counties and for four sets of w4ral counties under
different degrees of urban influence. These data supplement the
trend data.

Groupings of Mantles

The counties are grouped here according to the typology of
counties developed in the text (see pages 8-13), rather than, for
instance, in alphabetical order. Six types of counties were
established. Two of these sets of counties are more metropolitan
in character, and four are more rural under various degrees of
urban influence. An alphabetic listing and their cross-refer-
ences are given Just before the presentation of data below.

NetrOpolitan counties are those defined as having 200,000
or moreArople within their borders. Eighteen New York counties
meet thfi criterion. The five county-boroughs certainly repre-
sent a hub of New York City, and adding those counties immediate-
ly contiguous--Nassau Westchester, Suffolk, and Rockland--is
only logical. These nine counties are grouped into the downstate
metropolitan set.

In contrast, Outchess and Orange Counties both have lower
commuting rates (less than 17 percent) than other counties around
New York City, and a much higher proportion of their population
living in rural places (places guar than 2,500 people). Thus
these two counties are. grouped with seven upstate metropoli-
tan counties, and the whole set of nine is designated here as
upstate metropolitan.

The four sets of rural counties are grouped depending upon
the degree of urban influence on then (see table 2 in the text,
page 11). The concept of urban influence refers to the extent to
which people regularly live and/or work in more urban and metro-
politan settings. Thus counties with high rates of commuting to
work, and with relatively larger urban places inside their bor-
ders, may be said to be under greater urben.influence.

Rural counties under the most extensive urban influence,
therefore, are those with larger places in them (at least one
place having 10,000 people or more), and where more than 20
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percent of the work force leave the county for employment* Those
under the least urban influence have urban places of less than
10,000 people as their largest place, and have workers who mostly
do not leave the county for their employment. The other two
rural county types fall between these extremes.

Because each county is grouped according to the typology,
data for comparable counties can be found easily for further
analysis.

County Comparisons

Thirty-six different indicators and population pyramids for
these six county types were analysed in some detail is the main
body of this report. These indicators were examined for the
census years from 1950 CO 198, through analysing trend lines for
the six county types. The population pyramids also projected
population growth to the year 2000. In addition, geaeral inter-
pretations of these data were made in the report specifying some
of the likely outcomes of these trends as Nmv York moves toward
the twenty-first century. Indicators in the county data sets of
this appendix are geared to the trends presented earlier in this
report, and are numbered in identical ways here so that they can
be compared more easily with the trend data specified there.

The county trend tables, which present the data on socio-
economic indicators for each county from 1950 to 1980, use ab-
breviated table titles for each indicator. The complete table
titles are given just prior to the data for the individual
counties.

Through analyzing data in both the trend and county data
sets, comparisons between each of the individual counties within
a given county type can readily be made. It is actually more
relevant to compare trends in individual counties which have
essentially similar characteristics than it is to compare any
given county to a state average. With fourteen million of the
state's seventeen million people located in metropolitan coun-
ties, and ten million in the downstate metropolitan counties,
state averages are heavily influenced by the imbalance in the
state toward metropolitan characteristics. Thus comparisons
between counties within the sets of rural county types become
relevant for understanding trends in any given rural county.

Further, no effort is made in this report to make predic-
tions for any given county on the specific directions in which
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the trends eight be moving in the future. Some general princi-
ples which underlie such predictions are discussed in the eain
text. Decision makers and their advisory *toffs may want to
consider how time principles night affect their localities.
Undoubtedly,' trends is certain specific indicators will have
far-reaching effects on institutions and populations. For
instance, shifts in population size and its correlate., as well
as industrial shifts in support of the general trend in New York
toward a postindustrial service society, are generally assumed to
be fundamental in affecting decisions on a number of public and
private programs, budgets, and personnel. Altogether, the shifts
in localities throughout the state will definitely affect an
array of local organisations, opportunities, and crises.

Data Accuracy and Myrna!

Every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the data
reported here. Sources for all data are listed in appendix D.
The data are taken from census sources and believed to be reli-
able. Still, since the U.S. Bureau of the Census did not make
computerized records available for 1950 and 1960 and because the
1970 census was comparatively difficult to handle on the compu-
ter, certain errors may have crept in. As far as we know, the
1980 census data are correct. We calculated them from the most
recent 1980 census tapes, but have not checked them against the
1980 printed sources. Since the Census Bureau earlier replaced
three tapes of the same data due to errors found in them, we must
offer these data as accurate to the best of our knowledge.

Also, because of the manner by which certain indicators
were calculated, a few discrepancies may arise'between the data
reported here and printed sources from the census. These inac-
curacies should be limited to indicators occurring primarily in
the data for census years prior to 1980. Certain indicators in
these data are calculated using formulas which rely on converting
rates into whole numbers and then back to rates, or vice versa.
Rounding errors due to having only three significant numbers in
the rates always occur under these conditions, and they probably
occurred here as well.

Moreover, trend comparisons of census data also must take
into account changes in definitions of the indicators from one
decade to the next. Such a situation underlies a number of
indicators in this report. Many of these definitional changes
are discussed earlier in this report in connection with discus-
sions of the respective trend figures, as well as in the documen-
tation to the 1980 census.
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In any case, checking the general set of trends in each
county on each indicator reveals that, although the data for
years prior to 1980 may not be exactly accurate with the printed
sources in the census, they are generally quite close. Further-
more, rounding error seldom distorts the general tread from 1950
to 1900 on the indicators. The vast majority were found correct.

The major value of this appendix is that it presents in one
place a wide range of representative socioeconomic trend data
and some of their mmin correlates for every county in New York
State. In addition, essentially similar counties are juxtaposed
so that comparisons between them (and potential projections for
them) are facilitated. No other source of data provides this
information as easily. The census and dC.......iti...___anDatalook

for the various decrial years since 1990 contain the data but
they do not array them in comparable ways for interpretation and
projection.

Since trend data on such representative indicators--in

demography, industrial composition, socioeconomic attainment,
and personal well-being--are not readily available from other
sources, this appendix supplies a unique source of information
for trend analyses for each New York State comity. When trends
on a number of indicators converge to show essentially similar
patterns both within a county and among comparable counties- -
which is the case repeatedly in these data - -there can be more
confidence that a general trend really exists in a locality or
set of localities. A knowledge of such trends provides an
excellent start for serious contemplation of decisions about
public-policy alternatives.
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ALIBAINTICAl. LISTING
oF quoin MTh MS

Albany (Type 2) 194

Allegany (Type 6) 386

Bronx (Type 1) 156
Broome (Type 2) 198
Catteraugus (Type 4) 278
Cayuga , (Type 3) 232
Chautauqua (Type 4) 282
Cbemung (Type 4) 286

Chenango (Type 6) 390

Clinton (Type 4) 290

Columbia (Type 5) 325

Cortland (Type 4) 294

Delaware (Type 6) 394

Hutchens (Type 2) 202
Brie (Type 2) 206

Essex (Type 6) 398
Franklin (Type 6) 402

Fulton (Type 3) 236

Genesee (Type 3) 240

Greene (Type 5) 332

Hamilton (Type 5) 336

Herkimer (Type,5) 340

Jefferson (Type 4) 298

Kings (Type 1) 160
Lewis (Type 6) 406

Livingston (Type 5) 344

Madison (Type 3) 244

Monroe (Type 2) 210
Montgomery (Type 3) 245

Nassau (Type 1) 164
New York (Type 1) 165

Niagara (Type 2) 214

Oneida (Type 2) 218
Onondaga (Type 2) 222

Ontario (Type 3) 252

Orange (Type 2) 226

Orleans (Type 5) 345

Oswego (Type 3) 256

Otsego (Type 4) 302

Putnam (Type 5) 352

Queens (Type 1) 172

Rensselaer (Type 3) 260
Richmond (Type 1) 176

159
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Rockland (Type 1)
St. Lawrence (Type 4)
Saratoga (Type 3)
Schenectady (Type 3)
Seto Miele (Type )
Schuyler (Type 5)
Seneca (Type 5)
Sten boa (Type 4)
Suffolk (bloc. 1)
Sullivan (Type 6)
?loge Mile 5)
Tompkins Mile 4)
Ulster (Type 4)
Warren (Type 4)
Washington (Type 5)
Wayne (Type 3)
Westchester (Type 1)
WYesdn8 (Type 5)
Yates (Type ,5)

160

180
306
264
268
356
360
364
310
184
410
368
314
318
322
372
272
186
376
360
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MIDNIVIACIINIS MD IN TITLES
Off COMM TIMID TAINS

Full Title Abbreviation

1. Population Sims in County Types Population
1-6, New York State, 1950-1980

2. Population Density (Persons per
Square Nile) is County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

3. Number of Occupied Mousing Units
in County Types 1-6, New York
State, 1950-1980

4. Potential Labor Force: Persons
Aged 21 to 65 in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

5. Potential Labor Force: Persons
Aged 21 to 65 as a Percentage of
Population in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

6. Percentage of Population 65 Years
of Age and Older in County Types
1-6, New York State, 1950-1980

7. Percentage of Population Nonwhite
in County Types 1-6, New York
State, 1950-1980

8. Work Force: Number of Employed
Persons Aged 14 and Over (Aged
16 and Over in 1970, 1980) in
County Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

9. Work Force as a Percentage of
Potential Labor Force in County
Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

10. Females as a Percentage of the
Work Force in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

161

Pop Density

Occupied Houses

21-65 Age Group

Percent 21-65

Percent 65+

2 Nonwhite

N Employed

2 Employed 21-65

2 Females Working
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Full Title

11. Tertiary (Service) Sector Employ-
ment as a Percentage of Work
Force in county Types 1-6, New
York State, 1950-19S°

12. Retail and Wholesale Trade Employ-
sent as a Percentage of Vbrk
Force in County Types 1-6, New
York State, 1950-1980

13. Public Administration Employment
as a Percentage of Work Force in
County Types 1-6, New York State,
1950 -1980

14. Employment in Education as a
Percentage of Work Force in
County Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

15. Employment in Health Services as
a Percentage of Work Force in
County Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

16. Employment in Finance, Insurance
and Real Estate as a Percentage
of Work Force in County Types
1-6, New York State, 1950-1980

17. Managerial, Professional, and
Technical Employment as a Per-
centage of Work Force in County
Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

18. Secondary Sector Employment as a

Percentage of Work Force in
County Types 1-6, New 'fork State,
1950-1980

19. Total Number of Manufacturing
Units Employing 20 or More
Persons in County Types 1-6,

New York State, 1950-1980

20. Total Number of Manufacturing
Units Employing 100 or More
Persons in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

Abbreviation

2 Tertiary Ind.

Retail, Wholes.

2 Publ. Admin.

Education

Health Service

Fin, Ins, Real Est.

Manag.-Profess.

Secondary Ind.

N Mfg., 20+ Empls.

N Mfg., 100+ Empls.
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Full Title Abbreviation

21. Primary Sector Employment as a X Primary Ind.
Percentage of Work Force in
County Types 1 -6, New York
State, 1950-1980

22. Average Percentage of Land in
Agriculture in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

23. Total Number of Farms in County
Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

24. Total Acres Harvested in
Agriculture in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

25. Total Market Value of Agricultural
Products Sold (Thousands of
Dollars Adjusted to 1980 Dollars)
in County Types 1-6, Rev York
State, 1950-1980

26. Median Family Income (Dollars) in
County Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

Land in Agric.

N Farms

Acres Harvested

Adj. Mkt. Val. Ag.

Med. Fan. Inc.

27. Median Family Income Adjusted to Adj. Med. Pam. Inc.
1980 Dollars by the Consumer
Price Index in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

28. Percentage of Persons Aged 25 and X Some Coll.
Over Who Have Completed Some
College or More in County Types
1-6, New York State, 1950-1980

29. Percentage of Labor Force X Unemployed
Unemployed in County Types 1-6,
NW York State, 1950-1980

30. Percentage of Families in Poverty
in County Types 1-6, New York
State, 1950-1980

31. Percentage of Families in
Affluence in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

Fame. in Poverty

Fame. in Affluence
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Full Title

32. Percentage of Occupied Dwelling
Units with Indoor Plusthing in
County Types 1-6, New York
State, 1950-1980

33. Infant Mortality (Three-Year
Average) per One Thoveamd Live
Births in County Types 1-6,
N ew York State, 1950 -1980

34. Number of Suicides per 100,000
Persons in County Types 1-6,
New York State, 1950-1980

35. Number of Homicides per 100,000
Persons in County Types 1-6,
N ew York State, 1950-1980

36. Percentage of Ever-Married
Persons Whose Marriages are
Currently Disrupted in County
Types 1-6, New York State,
1950-1980

Abbreviation

Hoes w. Plumbs

Infant Mortality

PC Suicides

PC Homicides

Disrupted Marrgs.
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New York State County Type
Downstate Metropolitan Counties

BRONX

KINGS

NASSAU

NEW YORK

QUEENS

RICHMOND

ROCKLAND

SUFFOLK

WESTCHESTER

1G5

!V.

TO# previous nnrnbered page h
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MONK CIDIThillf

The northernmost borough of New York City, the Bronx ranks
fourth among the city's five boroughs in population. Totalling
more than 1.1 million people, the population is completely urban,
and 17.6 percent of its work force commute outside the borough
for work.

Between 1970 and 1980 the Bronx lost over 300,000 people,
but it lost a net of only 150,000 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age. \ It took a net loss of nearly 70,000
households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 it lost more than
125,000 jobs.

Its manufacturing economic base is smell, with only 17 per-
cent of the work force in manufacturing in 1980, and is still
slowly declining. In 1980, the Bronx had 52 plants which employ-
ed a hundred or more persons, and 395 plants which employed twen-
ty or more persons.

Its service sector is large, with nearly 83 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is about average for the downstate metropolitan counties, and is
growing slowly.

There are several colleges within its borders, but only 20
percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is much lower than
the average for other metropolitan counties.

Unemployment in the Bronx in 1980 was a relatively high 9.2
per::ent, above the average of other downstate counties. Also
very high were the Bronx's poverty rate (30 percent), and its
rate of marital disruption (39 percent).

166



157

COUNTY: BRONX
COUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1900

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 1,451,277 1,424,815 1,471,701 1,168,972
2 POP DENSITY 35,397 34,751 35,895 28,511
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 425,021 463,431 497,222 429,257
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 847,143 813,569 762,341 6114977
5 PERCENT 21-65 58.4 57.1 51.8 52.4
6 PERCENT 654. 7.3 10.7 11.7 12.9
7 X NONWHITE 6.9 11.8 26.6 52.9

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 583,123 586,033 529,105 402,872
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 68.6 72.0 69.4 65.8

10 X FEMALES WORKING 30.5 35.2 39.6 46.0

11 X TERTIARY IND. 72.2 73.7 81.8 82.9

12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 25.2 20.0 18.2 18.1

13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 5.8 5.6 6.3 5.0

14 X EDUCATION 2.6 3.4 5.8 7.0

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 3.1 3.0 7.0 12.3

16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 7.3 8.1 9.7 10.5

17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 24.0 18.7 17.6 17.7

18 X SECONDARY IND. 27.6 26.1 18.0 16.9

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 645 733 53? 395

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 75 87 67 52

21 X PRIMARY IND. 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2

22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

23 N FARMS 19 8 1 3

24 ACRES HARVESTED 0 0 3 0

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 520 858 118

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,612 5.830 8.308 13.163

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 12,461 16,441 18,693 15,006

28 X SOME COLLEGE 10.0 10.0 11.9 19.8

29 X UNEMPLOYED 7.5 4.9 4.1 9.2

33 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 17.4 15.9 20.3 30.0

31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUFNCE 27.6 15.1 16.9 13.6

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 95.1 $6.6 99.0 95.6

33 INFANT MORTALITY 23.9 23.9 22.0 17.2

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 9.4 9.7 4.8 9.6

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP, 2.5 3.2 16.8 33.1

36 T DISRUPTED MARAGS. 12.4 18.0 24.0 38.9
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KINGS COUNT!

Better known as Brooklyn, Kings County is southeast of Man-
hattan Island across the East River on Long Island. It is the
largest of New York City's five boroughs. Its population of over
2.23 million people is totally urban. Almost half (44.2 percent)
of its work force commute outside the borough to work.

Between 1970 and 1980 Kings County lost about 370,000 peo-
ple, including a net loss of 160,000 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, and 48,000 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people fell
by almost 145,000.

The county's manufacturing economic base is small and de-
clining slightly, with only 19 percent of its 1980 work force in
manufacturing. In 1980, Brooklyn had 213 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 1,466 plants which employed twenty
or more persons. The county has no significant agricultural
base, with a 1980 adjusted value in total products sold of just
$205,000.

Brooklyn's service sector is large, with over 81 percent of
the 1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percen-
tage is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties,
and is growing slowly.

The county has several colleges within its borders, but only
about 23 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat lower
than the average for comparable counties.

Brooklyn's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively high 9
percent, above the average of other downstate metropolitan coun-
ties. Comparatively, it had a very high poverty rate (26 per-
cent), and its rate of marital disruption was a high 32 percent.
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COUNTY: KINGS
COUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1989

1 POPULATION 2,738,175 2,627,319 2,602,012 2,230,936
2 POP DENSITY 39,117 37,534 37,172 31,871
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 795,665 850,866- 876,119 828,257
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 1,575,510 1,484,435 1,368,658 1,209,267
5 PERCENT 21-65 57.5 56.5 52.6 54.2
6 PERCENT 65+ 7.4 9.9 11.2 12.5
7 X NONWHITE 7.8 14.5 26.8 43.3

INDUSTRY
N EMPLOYED 1,087,479 1,046,724 965,297 820,786

9 I EMPLOYED 21-65 69.0 70.5 70.5 67.9
10 X FEMALES WORKING 30.6 34.3 39.1 44.9
11 X TERTIARY IND. 67.1 69.8 79.4 81.1
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 23.1 18.5 17.2 17.4
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.6 4.7 5.7 5.0
14 8 EDUCATION 2.4 3.2 6.0 6.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.9 2.5 5.4 9.0
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 6.7 8.5 12.2 13.3
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 23.6 19.2 19.7 20.0
18 X SECONDARY IND. 32.7 30.0 20.4 18.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 2,586 2,700 1,993 1,466
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 370 384 307 213
21 X PRIMARY IND. 0.2 0.2 1.2 0.2
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
23 N FARMS 65 14 1 5
24 ACRES HARVESTED 0 0 0 0
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 2,542 986 205

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,447 5,816 8,859 14,664
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,892 16,401 19,933 16,71/
28 X SOME COLLEGE 9.8 9.8 13.1 22.7
29 X UNEMPLOYED 7.7 5.1 4.2 9.0
30 FANS. IN POVERTY 19.7 16.0 18.0 25.9
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 25.7 15.0 18.9 15.4

PERSCNAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 86.3 81.4 98.1 94.8
33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.7 27.1 24.9 16.4
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 7.6 7.1 6.4 6.9
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 3.1 5.6 14.9 29.0
36 1 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.4 17.5 22.4 32.2
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POPULATION PYRAMID CHART' KINGS
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IUSSAB COMITIr

Located just east of Queens and extending to both the north
and south shores of Long Island, Nassau County is an average-
sized downstate metropolitan county. Its population of over 1.32
million people is almost totally urban. Over one-third (35.9
percent) of its work force commute outside the county to work.

Levittown is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
just over 57,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Nassau County lost about 107,000 peo-
ple, but actually gained a net of more than 21,400 adults between
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age, and gained 22,300 house-
holds. Moreover, the number of jobs held by its people grew
between 1970 and 1980 by about 55,000.

Nassau County's manufacturing economic base is small and
declining slightly, with only 16 percent of the 1980 work force
in manufacturing. In 1980, Nassau had 142 plants which employed
a hundred or more persons, and 636 plants which employed twenty
or more persons. Its agricultural base is much smaller than the
average New YorkState county in total products sold, and declin-
ing, with a 1980 adjusted value of just over $4.4 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 83 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties, and
is growing slowly.

Nassau County has several colleges within its borders, and
about 40 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat higher
than the average for comparable downstate metropolitan counties.

Nassau County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 4.5 percent,
slightly below the average of other comparable counties. It also
had a comparatively very low poverty rate (5.3 percent), and a
comparatively low rate of marital disruption (17.6 percent).
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COUNTY: NASSAU
COUNTY TYPES 1

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1984

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 672.765 1.300,171 1,428,080 19321.582
2 POP DENSITY 2,328 4,499 4,944 4,573
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 188,629 348.729 401,056 423.431
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 3909338 685,190 750,140 771,594
5 PERCENT 21.45 58.0 52.7 52.5 58.4
6 PERCENT 65+ 6.0 6.2 7.9 10.6
7 X NONWHITE 2.6 3.2 5.1 8.6

INDUSTRY
N EMPLOYED 255,721 472.922 569.199 625.280

9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 65.5 69.0 75.9 81.0
10 X FEMALES WORKING 25.5 28.8 35.5 41.1
11 X TERTIARY IND. 75.7 74.2 83.2 83.4
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 21.0 20.7 21.5 22.5
13 2 PUBL. ADMIN. 4.8 5.0 6.0 5.1
14 X EDUCATION 3.8 6.1 9.0 9.2
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.7 1.6 4.8 7.5
16 X FIN.INS.REAL EST. 7.5 6.9 T.8 9.3
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 35.3 36.4 35.8 30.1
18 X SECONDARY IND. 22.6 24.9 19.2 16.0
19 N MFG.. 20+ EMPLS. 284 614 680 636
20 N MFG.. 100+ EMPLS. 61 124 151 142
21 X PRIMARY IND. 1.7 0.9 3.6 0.6
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 14.2 3.9 1.3 0.6
23 N FARMS 618 232 83 94
24 ACRES HARVESTED 2.626 721 240 111
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 38,188 19,874 13,171 4,443

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 4.524 8,515 14,632 28,444
27
28

ADJ MED. FAM. INC.
1 SOME COLLEGE

159608
2C.8

24,012
21.8

32,922
29.3

32,426
40.0

29 E UNEMPLOYED 2.7 2.0 2.4 4.5
30 1 FARS. IN POVERTY 10.5 5.5 5.2 5.3
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 43.8 37.6 48.0 46.4

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
3? 1 HSES W. PLUM8G 95.5 96.0 99.0 99.1
33 INFANT MORTALITY 26.7 19.8 15.7 11.6
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.4 6.5 1.6 8.2
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.6 1.5 2.3 3.7
36 1 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 3.3 10.9 13.4 17.6
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ION YORE. COUNTN

Located on Manhattan Island between the Hudson, East, and
Harlem Rivers, and the core of New York City's economic base, New
York County has a population of over 1.42 million people. It
is totally urban, and the third largest of New York City's five
boroughs (counties). Only 10.5 percent of its work force commute/
outside Manhattan Island to work.

Between 1970 and 1980 New 'York County lost about- 111,000
people, including a net of over 10,000 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age. Yet it actu4111 gained 17,200
households. The number of jobs held by ita people fell by about
8,000 between 1970 and 1980.

The county's manufacturing economic base is small, with 17
percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 1980-, New
York County had 586 plants which employed a hundred or more' per-
sons, and 3,800 plants which employed twenty or more persOns. Of
course, it has no recorded agricultural base.

The county's service sector is also large, with nearly 83
percent of its 1980 work force engaged in service industries.
This percentage is about average for downstate metropolitan
counties.

New York County has several colleges within its borders, and
about 47 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had
some college.i .ckground in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
higher than the average for comparable counties.

Its unemployment rate in 1980 was 7.3 percent, slightly
above average for other comparable counties. It has a compara-
tively very high poverty rate (24 percent) and a Ivry high rate
of marital disruption (40 percent).

17



COUNTY: NEW YORK
COUNTY TYPE: 1

169

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 198J

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 1,960.101 1,698,281 19539,233 1,428,285

2 POP DENSITY 85,222 73.838 66,923 62,099
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 624.498 695,7'63 687,283 704,512

4 21-65 AGE GROUP 1,186,978 1,051,236 926,618 916,187

5 PERCENT 21-65 60.6 61.9 60.2 64.1

6 PERCENT 65+ 8.7 12.2 14.0 14.2

7 X NONWHITE 20.6 25.1 29.2 39.4

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 884,362 805,232 706,820 698,727

9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 74.5 76.6 76.3 76.3

10 % FEMALES WORKING 39.3 42.0 44.9 47.3

11 % TERTIARY IND. 76.4 77.9 83.8 82.8

12 T RETAIL, WHOLES. 22.4 18.2 15.7 16.6

13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.8 3.6 4.1 3.9

14 X EDUCATION 3.1 4.0 7.9 7.8

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 5.1 4.3 7.0 8.6

16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 7.6 7.5 9.6 10.6

17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 27.3 27.2 33.9 41.7

18 X SECONDARY IND. 23.5 22.0 16.0 16.9

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 6,542 5,663 4,360 3,800

20 N MFG., 10D+ EMPLS. 637 772 686 586

21 % PRIMARY IND. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

23 N FARMS 0 0 0 0

24 ACRES HARVESTED 0 0 0 0

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. o 0 o 0
A

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,073 5,338 8,983 16.326

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 100602 15,053 20,212 18,612

28 1 SOME COLLEGE 16.8 16.8 31.2 47.2

29 % UNEMPLOYED 9.5 6.8 4.7 7.3

30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 27.1 22.1 11.1 23.7

31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 24.7 19.3 27.2 2b.7

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
12 % HSES W. RLUMBG 81.1 65.2 94.5 90.8

33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.7 33.7 24.9 13.7

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.8 16.0 8.2 15.3

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 8.7 11.5 24.2 30.°

36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 18.3 29,2 32.5 44.9
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POPULATION DATA BY AGE/SEX

NEW YORK
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POPULATION PYRAPI I D CHART le NEW YORK
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WINS ann.!

Located on Long Island across the'East River from Manhattan
Island, Queens County had a 1980 population of over 1.89 million
people. It is, of course, a totally urban county. After Kings,
it is the second largest of New York City's five boroughs (coun-
ties). Over half (52.5 percent) of its work force commute out-
side the borough to work.

Between 1970 and 1980 Queens County lost about 95,000 peo-
ple, including a net of abort 39,500 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age. Yet it actually gained almost
22,000 households. The number of jobs held by its people fell
by nearly 28,000 between 1970 and 1980.

The county's manufacturing economic base is small and de-
clining, with only 18 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac-
turing. In 1980 Queens had 194 plants which employed a hundred
or more persons, and 907 plants which employed twenty or more
persons. It has no recorded agricultural base for 1980.

Its service sector is large, with about 82 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties, and
is growing slowly.

It has several colleges within its borders, but only about
29 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is lower than the
average for comparable downstate counties.

Queens County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 6.3 percent,
about average for other comparable counties. It has a compara-
tively low poverty rate (13 percent), but an about average rate
of marital disruption (25 percent).

1S2
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COUNTY! QUEENS
COUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION
2 POP DENSITY

OCCUPIED HOUSES
)t,,, 21-65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21-65
6 ' PERCENT 65+
7 X NONWHITE

1950

1,550,849
14,360

461,228
929,659

59.9
7.1
3.5

1960

14809,518
16,756

583,141
1,065,841

58.9
9.6
8.5

1970

1,986,473
18,400

690,056
1,130,702

56.9
12.5
14.7

1980

1,891,325
17,513

711,940
1,091,233

57.7
14.8
28.5

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 648,790 778,386 878,173 850,310
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 69.8 73.0 77.7...\ 77.9
10 X FEMALES WORKING 30.0 35.4 40.21 44.9
11 X TERTIARY IND. 72.7 72.8 80.1 81.9
12 X R5TAIL, WHOLES. 22.6 20.3 19.6 20.2
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 5.6 5.7 6.1 4.8
14 S EDUCATION 2.3 3.4 5.9 5.9
15 4I HEALTH SERVICE 2.8 2.2- 4.7 8.0
16 % FIN,INSIREAL EST. 8.3 8.5 9.9 11.6
17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 26.3 25.8 25.9 22.5
18 X SECONDARY IND. 27.0 27.0 19.6 17.9
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 960 1,098 1,075 907
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 243 247 245 194
21 X PRIMARY IND. 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
23 N FARMS 111 60 12 16
24 ACRES HARVESTED 1

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 11,953 6,677 1,294

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 4,121 7,176 11,555 20,506
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 14,217 20,236 25,999 23,377
28 % SOME COLLEGE 13.0 13.0 19.4 29.2
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.6 3.0 3.0 6.3
30 1 FAMS. IN POVERTY 12.5 8.6 9.0 12.8
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 36.0 25.0 30.8 25.6

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 92.8 93.6 98.9 97.0
33 INFANT MORTALITY 23.1 20.6 16.6 12.7
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.3 8.6 5.3 8.7
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.4 2.0 6.3 14.1
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 11.4 14.9 18.8 26.6
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RICMIOW coluirr

Located on Staten Island, a famous ferryboat ride away from

Manhattan, Richmond County is the smallest of New York City's
five boroughs (counties). Its population of more than one-third
million people is considered totally urban, and almost half (46.4
percent) of its work force commute outside Staten Island to work.

Between 1970 and 1980 Richmond County gained about 56,700
people, including a net of over 43,200 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 28,400 households. More-

over, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people

grew by about 33,400.

Richmond County's manufacturing economic base is very small
and declining, with only 10 percent of the 1980 work force in

manufacturing. In 1980, the county had only 10 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 40 plants which employed

twenty or more persons. It has a very small, and declining,
agricultural base, with a 1980 adjusted value of about $880,000.

Its service sector is large, with nearly 90 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is somewhat larger than the average for other downstate metropol-

itan counties, and is growing slowly.

Only about 29 percent of people over twenty-five years of

age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is
somewhat lower than the average for comparable counties.

Richmond County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 5.3 percent,
slightly below average for other comparable counties. It also

has a comparatively low poverty rate (10 percent), and a compara-
tively low rate of marital disruption (19 percent).

1S6
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COUNTY: RICHMOND
CCUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE 1950 196) 1970 1987

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 191,555 221,991 295,443 352,121
2 , POP DENSITY 3,303 3,828 5,094 6,071
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 51,507 61,731 86.192 114.574
4 21...65 AGE GROUP 108,763 116,989 153,630 196,881
5 PERCENT 21 -65 56.8 52.7 52.0 55.9
6 PERCENT 65+ 8.1 9.2 8.7 9.9
7 % NONWHITE 2.9 4.6 6.0 10.8

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 72,870 81,173 112,075 145.488

9 $ EMPLOYED 2165 67.0 69.4 73.0 73.9

10 % FEMALES WORKING 29.3 32.4 35.9 40.3

11 X TERTIARY IND. 76.6 79.3 86.4 89.5

12 % RETAIL, VWDLES. 17.4 14.2 14.3 16.2

13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 7.1 8.6 9.7 8.6

14 % EDUCATION 3.0 3.9 7.2 7.1

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 7.3 4.4 7.3 10.7

16 % FIN.INS.RFAL EST. 9.0 11.1 15.3 17.2

17 T MANAG.-PROFESS. 22.6 22.2 23.7 24.6

18 X SECONDARY IND. 22.9 20.3 13.3 16.1

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 85 83 55 40

20 N MFG., 100 EMPLS. 18 17 13 10

21 % PRIMARY IND. 0.4 0.4 0.3 6.3

22 X LAND IN AGDIC. 0.1 0.0 0.0 .0.0

23 N FARMS 113 68 7 16

24 ACRES HARVESTED 2 1 0 0

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 3,866 2,250 881

SCCIOECONCMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 3,845 6,836 11,894 23,842

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 13,265 19,278 26,762 27,180

28 % SOME COLLEGE 11.2 11.2 17.2 29.3

29 % UNEMPLOYED 8.3 4.3 2.5 5.3

33 % FANS. IN POVERTY 14.1 9.6 7.8 9.5

31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 30.8 20.7 31.2 32.4

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 87.7 85.4 98.7 97.8

33 INFANT MORTALITY 25.0 21.3 16.1 13.2

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 7.8 9.5 5.4 6.0

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.6 0.5 4.7 10.2

36 1 DISRUPTED MAR /GS. 12.3 14.7 16.9 19.9
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ROCIILIAIM COMM

Located across the Hudson River to the northwest of New York
City, Rockland County is the smallest of the downstate metropoli-
tan counties. Its population of just over one-quarter million
people is very heavily 'urban, with only 1.2 percent living in
places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Just over one-
quarter (27.5 percent) of its work force commute outside the
county to work.

New City is Rockland's largest city, with a 1980 population
of about 35,850 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Rockland County gained about 30,000
people, including a net of nearly 29,000 adults between twenty -
one and sixty-five years of age. The county also gained 17,600

households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs
held by its people grew by about 35,000.

The county's manufacturing economic base is swill and de-
clining slightly, with only 21 percent of the 1980 work force in
manufacturing. In 1980, Rockland County had 36 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 87 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is small and de-
clining, with a 1980 adjusted value of just over $1.37 million.

Rockland County's service sector is large, with nearly 80
percent of its 1980 work force engaged in service industries.

This percentage is slightly smaller than the average for other
downstate metropolitan counties, but is growing slowly.

About 43 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat

higher than the average for comparable counties.

Rockland County's unemployment rate in 1980 was only 4.4
percent--along with Westchester County's, the lowest in the

state. Likewise, it had a very low poverty rate (6.3 percent),
and a low rate of marital disruption (17 percent).

1 NO



COUNTY: ROCKLAND
COUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE

1.81

1950

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 89,276
2 POP DENSITY 107
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 219012
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21-65 5 .3
6 PERCENT 65+ .9
7 $ NONWHITE 5.2

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
9 $ EMPLOYED 2165
10 X FEMALES WORKING
11 X TERTIARY IND.
12 $ RETAIL, WHOLES.
13 $ PUBL. ADMIN.
14 X EDUCATION
15 X HEALTH SERVICE
16 X FIN,INS,RE4L EST.

31,099
61.9
32.1
67.2
14.8
3.3
5.3

10.8
3.6.

17 1 MANAG.-PROFESS. 27.0
18 1 SECONDARY IND. 29.6
19 N MFG., 23+ EMPLS. 60
20 N MFG., 100 EMPLS. 12
21 X PRIMARY IND. 3.2
22 X LAND IN AGRLC. 15.3
71' N FARMS 408
,:4 ACRES HARVESTED 1,724
i.i..' ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 8,589

SCCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,554
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 12,261
28 '1 SOME COLLEGE 16.3
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.0
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 17.8
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 27.3

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 1 HSES W. PLUMBG 83.2
33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.0
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.3
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0
36 I DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.2

1960 1970 1980

136,803 2291903 259,530
777 19306 1,474

34,699 60.359 77,905
71,958 114,722 143,830

52.6 49.9 55.4
8.3 7.0 8.5
5.2 6.2 10.0

46,923 84,436 119,560
65.2 73.6 83.1
32.8 36.4 42.6
71.0 78.0 79.6

-15.3' 18.5 20.9
4.2 5.7 4.8
6.4 10.5 10.9
7.4 9.5 11.5
4.3 5.3 5.5

29.5 35.4 31.2
26.9 21.1 19.7

76 95 87
20 33 36

2.0 0.9 0.8
6.0 3.6 0.9
100 50 37
676 406 101

5014 4,048 1,371

7,472 13,753 28,243
21,071 30,944 32,197

16.3 30.4 43.2
3.2 2.1 4.4
8.3 6.4 6.3

26.0 42.5 46.0

86.6 98.6 98.6
20.8 15.0 11.0
3.7 4.8 5.8
0.0 2.6 4.2
14.5 15.8 17.3
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RUFF= COMM

Located on the extreme eastern end of Long Island, surround-

ed by water except for the common border with Nassau County to
its west, Suffolk County has a population of over 1.28 million

people and is heavily urban, with only 3.7 percent living in

places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Over one-quarter

(27.6 percent) of its work force commutes outside the county to
work.

Brentwood is Suffolk's largest city, with a 1980 population

of just over 44,300 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Suffolk County gained about 159,000

people, including a net of over 144,000 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 90,000 households. More-

over, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people

grew by almost 150,000.

Suffolk's manufacturing economic base is small and declining

slightly. Only 19 percent of the 1980 work force was employed in
manufacturing, despite the rise in the actual number of people
employed in manufacturing. In 1980, the county had 132 plants
which employed a hundred or more persons, and 632 plants which

employed twenty or more persons. It showed the greatest growth

of all New York counties in these two categories. Suffolk Coun-

ty's agricultural base is larger than average for all counties in

total products sold, even if declining slightly, with a 1980
adjusted value of over $98.7 million.

Suffolk County's service sector is large, with nearly 80

percent of its 1980 work force engaged in service industries.

This percentage is slightly smaller than the average for other

downstate metropolitan counties, but growing slowly.

About 34 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980, about average for comparable

counties.

Suffolk County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 6 percent,
also about average among comparable counties. In addition, it

had a very low poverty rate of only 7.5 percent, and a low rate

of marital disruption (17.7 percent).
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COUNTY: SUFFOLK
COUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION
2 POP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21 -65 AGE. GROUP
5 PERCENT 21 -65
6 PERCENT 65+
7 X NONWHITE

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
9 $ EMPLOYED 21-65
10 $ FEMALES WORKING
11 X TERTIARY IND.
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES.
13 X PUBL. ADMIN.
14 X EDUCATION
15 X HEALTH SERVICE
16 $ FIN,INS,REAL EST.
17 $ MANAG.-PROFESS.
18 X SECONDARY IND.
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS.
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS.
21 $ PRIMARY IND.
22 $ LAND IN. AGRIG.
23 N FARMS

; 24 ACRES HARVESTED
1 25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG.

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME
27 ADJ MED. FAA. INC.
28 $ SOME COLLEGE
29 X UNEMPLOYED
3O X FANS. IN POVERTY
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 $ HSES W. PLUMBG
33 INFANT MORTALITY
34 SUICIDES PER CAP.
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP.
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS.
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1950 1960 1970 1980

276,129 666,784 1,125,050 1.204,231
297 718 1,213 1.382

71,529 173,412 295,587 385,719
153,195 343,394 549,991 694,330

55.5 51.5 48.8 54.1
10.0 8.5 7.6 9.0
4.9 5.2 5.2 7.6

93,554 215,436 388,978 538,551
61.1 62.7 70.7 77.6
26.5 28.0 33.5 40.0
73.9 72.2 77.6 79.5
17.5 16.6 19.5 20.6
4.2 3.9 5.8 6.1
3.5 5.8 10.1 10.4
9.6 6.2 Tel 8.5
4.0 4.6 5.2 6.7

22.1 25.1 30.4 25.7
18.0 25.0 21.1 19.2
161 293 540 632
24 48 118 132

8.1 2.8 1.3 1.3
20.9 15.2 10.3 8.7
2,187 1,258 743 777
12,428 9,039 6,125 5,173

127,574 126,179 131,171 98,776

3,411 6,795 12.804 24,194
11,768 19,162 28,809 27,581

11.5 11.5 22.6 34.1
4.3 3.6 2.9 6.1

19.6 10.6 7.3 7.5
25.1 19.9 32.3 33.7

80.0 89.2 98.9 99.2
21.0 22.9 16.1 9.5
13.8 8.4 9.1 8.9
1.1 1.8 3.0 5.1

13.0 13.1 13.1 17.7
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IBISTCIBISTER. 001BITY

Located immediately to the north of the Bronx and New York
City on the eastern shore of the Hudson River, Whitchester County
has a population of over 866,000 people and is heavily urban,
with only 5.2 percent living in places of less than twenty-five
hundred people. ftictly one-quarter of its work force commute
outside the county to work.

Yonkers is its largest city, with a 1980 population of just
over 195,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Westchester County lost about 28,000
people, but actually gained a net of over 12,300 adults between
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age, and gained nearly 25,000
households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs
held by its people grew by about 42,000.

Westchester County's manufacturing economic base is small
and declining slightly, with only 18 percent of its 1980 work
force in manufacturing. In 1980, the county had 110 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 433 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is small and de-
clining, with a 1980 adjusted value of over $8.4 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 81 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is about average for other downstate metropolitan counties, and
is growing very slowly.

Westchester County has several colleges within its borders,
and about 43 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
higher than the average for comparable counties.

The county's unemployment rate in 1980 was 4.3 percent- -
along with Rockland County's, the lowest in the state. Likewise,
it had a comparatively low poverty rate (8.5 percent), and an
average rate of marital disruption (22.3 percent).

19



COUNTY: WESTCHESTER
COUNTY TYPE: 1

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY
1 'POPULATION
2 FOP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21 -65
6 PERCENT 69+
7 X NONWHITE

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
9 g EMPLOYED 21..65
10 X FEMALES WORKING
11 X TERTIARY IND.
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES.
13 X rem. ADMIN.
14 X EDUCATION
15 X HEALTH SERVICE
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST.
17 X MANAG....PROFESS.
18 X SECONDARY IND.
19 N MFG.. 23+ EMPLS.
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS.
21 % PRIMARY IND.
22 X LAND IN AGRIC.
23. N FARMS
24 ACRES HARVESTED
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG.

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAR. INCOME
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC.
28 X SOME COLLEGE
29 X UNEMPLOYED
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES We PLUMBG
33 INFANT MORTALITY
34 SUICIDES PER CAP.
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP.
36 $ 1 DISRUPTED MARRGS.
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1950 1960 1970 1980

'625,816 800,891 894,104 866,599
1,413 1,826 2,019 1,956

176.326 241.281 282,629 307,450
361.452 451,361 481.190 493.493

57.8 55.8 53.8 56.9
8.3 9.3 10.6 13.1
6.2 7.7 10.2 15.4

258.464 329,811 373.117 415,187
71.5 73.1 77.5 84.1
32.2 34.2 39.1 . 44.7
74.5 77.1 79.7 81.1
19.4 18.8 18.5 19.8
3.4 4.0 4.8 4.2
4.6 5.8 8.9 9.7
4.4 2.7 6.6 4.4
6.2 6.2 7.0 8.1
34.5 35.8 37.5 33.3
24.1 21.9 19.5 18.0
431 491 469 433
86 116 125 110
1.4 1.9 0.8 0.9

17.4 9.1 5.4 3.2
664 303 133 168

4,933 2,580 1,531 907
20.547 15,124 12.332 8.488

4,353 8,052 13,784 27,278
15,018 22.707 31,014 31.097
21.9 21.9 32.5 42.9
4.2 3.1 2.4 4.3
13.4 8.) 7.1 7.9
42.2 36.3 44.2 44.2

89.6 88.3 98.0 97.7
24.5 20.7 16.9 10.7
12.0 10.0 11.2 8.5
1.4 0.9 00 5.5

12.5 14.7 16.6 22.3
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New York State County Type 2
Upstate Metropolitan Counties

ALBANY NIAGARA

BROOME ONEIDA

DUTCHESS ONONDAGA

ERIE ORANGE

MONROE

202
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AIM Kr COINIIT

Located on the upper Hudson River in the middle of eastern
Now York, Albany County is the fourth largest upstate New York
metropolitan county. Its population of more than one-quarter
million people is heavily urban, with only 13.8 percent living in
rural places of less than twenty-five hundred people.

Albany, New York's state capfeal, is also the county's larg-
est city, with a 1980 population in excess of 100,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Albany County lost about 1,000 people,
but it actually gained a net of more than 11,000 adults between
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age, and galmul 12,500 house-
holds. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held
by its people grew by more than 14,000.

The manufacturing economic base is siell and declining, with
only 11 percent of the 1980 work force in araufactuthig. In
1980, Albany County had 35 plants which employed a hundred or
more persons, and 101 plants which employed twenty or more per-
sons. Its agricultural base is smeller than average in total
products sold, although slightly increasing, with a 1980 adjusted
value of more than $20.4 million.

The county's service sector is among the largest in the
state, with 88 percent of the 1980 work force engaged in service
industries. This percentage is well above the average amoog
upstate metropolitan counties, and is still growing steadily.

The county has several universities within its borders, and
about 38 percent of people over twenty-five years of age bad some
college background in 1980. This percentage is much higher than
the average for other upstate metropolitan counties, and is high-
er than the average for all Rev York counties.

The county's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively low
5.3 percent, well below the average for upstate metropolitan
counties. Its poverty rate was near 10 percent, about average
for upstate metropolitan counties, and its rate of marital dis-
ruption was over 25 percent, well above average for upstate
metropolitan counties.
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COUNIY: ALBANY
COUNTY TYPES 2

TABLE TITLE 1950 - - .1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 239,386 272,926 286,742 285,909
2 POP DENSITY 455 519 545 543
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 71,967 85,473 94,004 106,589=.
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 139,681 144,651 146,812 158,169
5 PERCENT 21-65 58.3 53.0 51.2 55.3
6 PERCENT 65 9.6 10.9 11.7 13.5
7 S NONWHITE 2.6 \462 5.9 8.0

1

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 99,413 107,462 119,163 133,275
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 71.2 74.3 81.2 84.3
10 X FEMALES WORKING 31.5 36.2

.

40.9 45.9
11 X TERTIARY IND. 75.2 77.6 84.0 88.1
12 S RETAIL, WOLFS. 20.2 18.4 18.8 19.0.

13 $ PUBL. ADMIN. 12.5 12.2 14.5 18.7
14 $ EDUCATION 3.4 5.9 10.3 10.8
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 3.6 3.5 7.3 9.8
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 3.8 4.4 4.9 6.0
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 21.7 24.1 29.1 28.0
18 X SECONDARY IND. 22.8 20.9 14.8 10.9
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 139 129 111 101
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 49 42 44 35
21 X PRIMARY IND. 2.0 1.4 1.1 0.9
22 $ LAND IN AGRIC. 47.3 40.0 25.6 24.6
23 N FARMS 1,453 964 574 -509
24 ACRES HARVESTED 15,927 13,469 8,620 8,283
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 22,538 230374 18,402 20,416

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAR. INCOME 3,535 6,199 11,038 21,293
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 12,196 17,481 24,836 24,274
28 X SOME COLLEGE 13.4 13.4 \24.1 37.7
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.1 5.3 3.0 5.3
30 $ FANS. IN POVERTY 17.6 13.8 9.5 9.8
31 I FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 26.2 16.8 26.9 26.4

PERSONAL WELL...BEING
32 $ HSES W. PLUMBG 77.3 80.9 96.6 97.9
33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.7 25.2 19.9 13.8
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10 .4 5.1 7.0 10.8
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.3 0.4 1.7 2.4
36 $ DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.3 17.3 21.0 25.4
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MOONS COUNTY

Located at the eastern end of upstate New York's Southern

Tier, at the junctions pf'Interstate 81, Interstate 88, and the

Southern Tier Expressway (Route 17), Broome County is the largest

county in the Southern Tier, but the smallest of upstate New

York's metropolitan counties. Itar`.population of just over

210,000 people Is heavily urban, iith only 26.7 percent living

in rural places of less than twenty-five haatmulpeople.

Singbamton is its largest city, with a 1980 population of

.just over 55,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Broome county lost about 8,200 people,

but it gained a net of nearly 4,000 adults between twenty -one and

sixty-five years of age, and gained over 7,300 households. More-

over, the number of jobs held by its people grew between 1970 and

1980 by a net of over 7,700.

The manufacturing economic base is large but declining

slightly, with 33 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-

ing. In 1980, the county had 45 plants which employed a hundred

or more persons, and 108 plants which employed twenty or more

persons. Its agricultural base is smeller than average in total

products sold, although slightly increasing, with a 1980 adjusted

value of over $26.2 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 66 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate metropoli-

tan counties, although it is growing slowly.

Broome County has several colleges within its borders, and

31 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some col-

lege background in 1980. This percentage is slightly below

average for other upstate metropolitan counties, but is higher

than the average for all upstate New York counties.

The county's unemployment rate in 1980 was 5.8 percent,

slightly below average for other upstate metropolitan counties.

It had an average poverty rate in 1980 (10 percent) and an aver-

age rate of marital disruption (22 percent).
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COUNTY: BROOME
COUNTY TYPE: 2

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 19 70 1980

-'0ESOGPAPHY
-1 POPULATION 184,698 212,661 221,815 213,448
2 POP DENSITY 259 298 311 300
3 OCCUPIED. HOUSES 53,040 63,383 69,458 76,809
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 05,387 111,434 112,238 116,179
5 PERCENT 21-65 57.1 52.4 50.6 54.4

-6 PERCENT 654. 8.8 9.9 10.6 12.9
7 X MCNWHITE 0.5 0.7 1.4 2.7

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 74,754 83,635 87,044 94,807
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 -70.9 75.1 77.6 81.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 32.0 34.7 38.4 43.7
11 X TERTIARY IND. 50.5 52.8 62.6 66.3
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 17.9 15.5 16.4 19.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.7 3.1 3.8 3.8
14 X EDUCATION 3.0 4.5 8.7 9.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 4.4 4.1 6.8 9.7
1.6 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.4 3.0 3.7 4.3
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 18.1 24.1 31.1 25.8
18 X SECONDARY IND. 46.0 45.4 36.4 33.0
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 137 125 115 108
20 N MFG., 1004. EMPLS. 67 56 44 45
21 X PRIMARY IND. 3.5 1.9 1.0 0.8
22 X LAND IN 4GRIC. 64.9 53.4 33.7 31.6
23 N FARMS 2,345 1,424 765 -666
24 ACRES HARVESTED 29,625 24,375 15,383 14,424
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 34,219 32,068 25,501 26,241

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,622 6,409 10,338 19,712
27 ADJ MED. FAR. INC. 12,496 18,073 23,261 22,472
28 $ SOME COLLEGE 10.1 10.1 22.0 30.5
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.7 3.7 3.3 5.8
30 X FARS. IN POVERTY 16.5 11.2 11.3 10.0
31 X FARS. IN AFFLUENCE 24.4 16.6 21.2 21.7

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 84.2 82.2 98.0 97.7
33 INFANT MORTALITY 26.9 20.6 16.8 11.9
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 8.1 5.6 8.6 11.7
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.5 0.5 0.9 3.3
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.0 15.3 19.3 21.9
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Located on 'the eastern shore of the lower Hudson liver and
around the intersection of the Taconic Parkway and Interstate 84,
Dutchess County in an average -deed upstate metropolitan county.
Its population of Uearly me-quarter million people is relatively
rural, with 43.3 percent living in places of less then twenty-
five hundred people.

Poughkeepsie is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
over 29,750 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Dutchess County gained about 22,800 6

people, including a net of over 21,000 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, and gained nearly 18,150 house-
holds. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held
by its people grew by about 23,200.

The manufacturing economic base is about average for upstate '
metropolitan counties, even if slightly declining, with 29 per-
cent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 1980, Dutchess
County had 32 plants which employed a hundred or more persons,
and 85 plants which employed twenty or more persons. Its agri-
cultural base is slightly smaller than average in total products
sold, and declining, with a 1980 adjusted value of over $36.5
million.

Its service sector is large, with over 69 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage,
however, is slightly smaller than the average for upstate metro-
politan counties, but growing slowly.

About .36 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
higher than the average for comparable upstate counties.

Dutchess County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 5.7 percent,
slightly below average for other upstate tropolitan counties.
It had a comparatively low poverty rate (9 rcent), and an about
average rate of marital disruption (21 percent).
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COUNTYS OUTCMESS
`COUNTY TYPE: 2

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 136,781 176,008 222,295 245,055
2 POP DENSITY 168 216 273 301
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 34,448 46,962 62,495 83,642
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 77,814 95,924 114,260 135,335
5 PERCENT 21-65 56.9 54.5 51.4 55.2
6 PERCENT 654. 11.0 11.4 13.1 11.1
7 X NONWHITE 4.1 5.8 7.2 9.2

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 49,726 61.851 82,642 105,838
9 X mum 21 -65 63.9 64.5 72.3 782
10 X FEMALES WORKING 31.1 32.8 36.6 41.3
11 S TERTIARY IND. 64.6 63.6 65.7 69.4
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.5 14.6 14.6 16.8
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.9 3.3 3.9 4.8
14 X EDUCATION 5.4 6.2 9.7 10.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 10.2 8.3 13.7 12.1
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.3 . 2.6 3.2 4.1
17 X MANAGePROFESS. 20.5 27.8 36.2 28.3
18 X SECONDARY IND. 28.0 32.1 31.6 28.8
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 91 104 90 85
20 N MFG., WO+ EMPLS. 32 31 28 32
21 X PRIMARY IND. 7.4 4.3 2.7 1.8
22 1 LAND IN AGRIC. 58.2 45.7 31.1 27.0
23 N FARMS 1,729 1,027 683 593
24 ACRES HARVESTED 30,330 23416 16,207 14,071
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 56,302 51,997 56,950 36,522

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 RED. FAR. INCOME 3,443 6,481 11,662 23,123
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 11,878 18,276 26,240 260360
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.9 12.9 26.3 35.8
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.4 3.6 2.2 5.7
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 19.8 12.9 8.2 8.7
31 1 FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 24.4 19.4 30.5 31.0

PERSONAL WELL. -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUNK 76.4 80.6 97.9 98.3
33 INFANT MORTALITY 29.1 27.1 17.7 7.9
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.2 11.9 6.3 7.8
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.7 0.6 4.0 2.0
36 $ DISRUPTED MAIMS. 14.8 17.4 21.0 20.7
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Located on the shores of Lake Brie in western New York, Erie
County is the largest upetate.New York metropolitan county. Its

population of mit one million people is heavily urban, with only
11.5 percent living in rural places of less than twenty-five hun-

dred people.

Buffalo is its largest city, with a 1980 population in es-
coos of one-third million people.

Between 1970 sad 1980 Brie County lost nearly 100,000 peo-

ple, but it lost a net of only 3,300 adults between tasty -one
and sixty-five years of age, and actually gained nearly 20,000

households. The number of jobs held by its people fell between
1970 and 1980 by a net of only 400, but still the biggest loss of

any upstate metropolitan county.

The manufacturing economic base is about average but declin-

lug, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In

1980, Brie County bad 161 plants which employed a hundred or more

persons, and 500 plants which employed twenty or more persons.

Its agricultural base is large in terms of total products sold,

and slightly increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value of over $75.4

million.

The county's service sector is large, with Z4 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is actually larger then the average for other upstate metropoli-

tan counties, and continues to grow steadily.

Erie County has several colleges within its borders, and 30

percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some college

background in 1980. This percentage is slightly lower than the
average for other upstate metropolitan counties, but is higher

than the average for all upstate New York counties.

The county's unemployment rate in 1980 wee 9.5 percent,

above the average of other upstate counties. The poverty rate

was 12 percent in 1980, and the rate of marital disruption wee 24

percent, both slightly above average.

215
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.C.41UNTYI ERIE
-COUNTY TYPE: 2

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1%0 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 899.238 1,064,688 1.113,491 1.015,472
2 POP DENSITY 850 1,006 1,052 959
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 7.52,247 316,459 346,374 365,217
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 522,100 5610091 5650653 562,312.
S. PERCENT 21-65 58.1 52.7 5048 55.4

-6- PERCENT 6540 7.9 9.3 10.1 12.4
7 $ NONWHITE 4.8 7.4 9.6 11.9

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 354,011 389,062 422,179 421,794
9 $ EMPLOYED 21-65 67.0 69.3 74.4 75.0
10 X FEMALES WORKING 27.1 31.5 37.3 42.8
11 X TERTIARY IND. 60.1 62.1 68.8 73.6
12 4 RETAIL, WHOLES. 19.9 18.6 20.6 22.5
13 1 PURL. ADMIN. 3.9 4.0 40 4.4
14 $ EDUCATION 3.3 , 4.9 80 9.5
15 R HEALTH SERVICE 3.3 3.4 6.6 9.2
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 3.3 3.8 4.4 5.6
17 X MANRG...PROFESS. 19.4 20.4 22.8 22.6
18 X SECONDARY IND. 38.2 36.9 30.5 25.7
19 N MFG., 24. EMPLS. 592 542 525 SOO
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 218 181 162 161
21 2 PRIMARY IND. 1.7 1.0 0.7 0.7
22 1 LAND IN AGRIC. 55.8 43.0 32.8 30.0
23 N FARMS 4,611 2,725 1,683 1.398
24 ACRES HOVESTED 37,799 29,129 22,219 20,322
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 74,640 73,941 73,682 75,448

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 3,490 6,395 10,482 20,711
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 12,041 18,034 23,585 23,611
28 X SOME COLLEGE 11.4 11.4 19.7 30.0
29 1 UNEMPLOYED 5.5 6.4 4.4 9.5
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 16.3 12.6 10.9 12.2
31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 23.7 17.3 21.9 23.7

PERSONAL WSLLBEING'
32 1 HSES W. PLUMIG 86.8 83.9 98.4 '98.3
33 INFANT MORTALITY 25.7 23.8 19.6 11.5
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 8.9 7.8 7.4 9.2
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.4 2.2 6.0 8.7
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.5 15.4 15.9 23.8
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Located on the shores of Lake Ontario at the mouth of the
Genesee liver Morse County is above-average in size among up-
state metropolitan counties. Its population of over 700,000
people is very heavily urban, with 88.2 percent living in places
of more than twenty-five hundred people.

Rochester is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
just less than a quarter-million people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Mbnroe County lost about 9,700 people,
but gained a net of over 28,700 adults between twenty-one and
sisty-five years of age, and gained nearly 31,700 households.
Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its
people grew by about 31,800.

Monroe County's manufecturing economic base is large, though
slightly declining, with 36 percent of the 1980 work force in
manufacturing. In 1980, the county had 99 plants which employed
a hundred or more persons, and 342 plants which employed twenty
or more persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total
products sold, though declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of over $41.4 million.

The service sector le large, with 63 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat smaller than the average for upstate metropolitan coun-
ties, even if growing slowly.

Maros County has several colleges within its borders, and
over 38 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat higher
than the average for comparable upstate counties.

The unemployment rate in 1980 wee a relatively low 5.7 per-
cent, slightly below average for other upstate counties. The
county had a lower - than - average poverty rate (9 percent), and an

average rate of marital disruption (23 percent).

219
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COUNTY: MONROE
-CCUNTY TYPES 2

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

-DEMOGRAPHY
POPULATION 487,632 586'387 711,917 702,238

2 POP DENSITY 723 869 1,055 -10041
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 143,685 177,639 220,554 252,217
4 .2165 AGE-GROUP 281,626 306,094 363,078 391,701
5 PERCENT 210.165 57.8 52.2 51.0 55.8

-6 PERCENT 65+ 10.0 10.8 9.7 10.9
7 $ NONWHITE 1.7 4.3 7.9 12.4

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 202,197 231,201 291,906 323,746
9 S EMPLOYED 21..69 71.8 75.5 80.4 82.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 32.5 35.4 39.0 43.6
11 X TERTIARY IND. 53.2 55.9 60.9 63.0
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 18.7 16.2 17.6 18.4
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.1
14 X EDUCATION 3.3 5.7 8.9 10.4
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 3.7 2.9 5.6 8.2
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 3.0 3.6 4.0 5.0
17 8 MANAG.PROFESS. 21.5 24.1 29.4 23.9
18 X SECONDARY IND. 44.6 42.8 38.4 36.3
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 330 344 326 342
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 126 120 104 99
21 $ PRIMARY IND. 2.2 1.4 0.7 0.7
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 66.; 50.1 36.2 33.6
23 N FARMS 3,14? 1,880 1,085 784
24 ACRES HARVESTED 28,590 21,637 15,634 14,511
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 63,964 59,003 46,151 41,458

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 3,722 7,147 12,423 24,256
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 12,841 20,155 27,952 27,652
28 X SOME COLLEGE 13.9 13.9 26.4 38.1
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.9 3.9 2.7 5.7
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 15.8 10.5 . 8.0 8.9
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 28.3 23.3 34.2 34.6

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES We PLUMBG 88.5 85.9 98.2 98.5
33 INFANT MORTALITY 25.0 20.5 16.7 11.8
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.7 10.2 11.7 10.1
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.2 1.2 4.1 54
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.1 15.6 16.4 23.0
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maga coin=

Located north of Duffel* on the Niagara River connecting
Lake Erie and Lake Onterio, and having several bridges to Canada,
Niagara County is an average-aimed upstate metropolitan county.
Its population of over 227,000 people is heavily urban, with 71.9
percent living is places of more than twenty-five Undyed people.

Scenic Niagara Palls is its largest city, with a 1980 popu-
lation of nearly 71,400 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Niagara County lost about 8,400 peo-
ple, Out gained a net of over 5,200 adults between twentywome and
sixty five years of asp. and gained 8,400 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by al:0st 7,000.

Its manufacturing economic base is large, thongh declining
slightly, with 36 percent of the 1980 mark force in menufactur-
ing. In 1980, Niagara Monty had 56 plants whieh employed a
hundred or more persons, and 128 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, and increasing slightly, with a 1980 ad-
justed value of over $46.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 62 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is somewhat smaller than the average for upstate counties, even
if growing slowly.

Niagara County has several colleges within its borders, but
only about 25 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had sane college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
lower than the average for comparable upstate counties.

The unemployment rate in 1980 was relatively, high at 9.7
percent, above the average of other upstate counties.- The county
had an average poverty rate (10.6 percent), and an average rate
of marital disruption (21.4 percent).
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COUNTY: NIAGARA
COUNTY TYPE: 2

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 189,992 242,269 235,720 227,354
2 POP DENSITY 357 455 443 427
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 53,812 70,113 71,881 80,258
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 105,524 125,495 118,803 124,033
5 PERCENT 2165 55.5 51.8 50.4 546
6 PERCENT 65+ 7.7 8.0 9.3 12.0
7 X MCNNKITE 2.5 4.1 5.0 6.4

#

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 73.758 87,374 87,610 94,551
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 '69.9 69.6 73.7 76.2
10 X FEMALES WORKING 26.1 28.8 35.9 41.3
11 $ TERTIARY IND. 45.0 54.8 56.8 6201
12 $ RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.3 14.6 17.2 19.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.1 3.4 3.8 3.9
14 1 EDUCATION 3.2 4.5 7.6 7.8
15 $ HEALTH SERVICE 2.6 2.5 5.4 7.5
16 $ FINgINSpREAL EST. 1.9 2.3 2.6 3.2
17 $ MANAG.- PROFESS. 16.7 17.3 19.5 17.9
18 X SECONDARY IND. 50.6 43.1 41.4 36.0
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 137 137 130 128
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 65 62 59 56
21 I PRIMARY IND. 4.4 2.2 1.7 1.9
22 1 LAND IN AGRIC. 72.7 61.2 50.5 46.6
23 N FARMS 3,362 2,456 1,654 1,129
24 ACRES HARVESTED 24,758 20,841 17,197 15,869
25 ADJ. WT. VAL. AG. 40,552 43,686 42,048 46,579

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,515 6,692 10,203 20,674
27 ADJ Me FAN. INC. 12,127 18,871 22,957 23,568
28 X SOME COLLEGE 10.8 10.8 16.4 25.0
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.2 5.5 4.6 9.7
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 16.6 10.9 10.2 10.6
31 1 FARS. IN AFFLUENCE 22.3 18.1 19.3 22.5

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES- N. PLUMBG 79.5 80.1 97.5 98.0
33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.1 25.2 19.8 9.2
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.0 6.6. 11.9 10.6
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.6 2.1 1.7 8,4
36 1 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 11.2 12.8 17.3 21.4
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GEM COMIXT

Located between Albfny and Syracuse on the eastern shores
of Oneida Lake, alomg upstate Neu York's Thruway and the Barge
Canal, Oneida Cbenty is an averawisised upstate metropolitan
county. Its population of over one-gearter million people is
heavily urban, with 634 percent living in places of more than
Minty-five hundred people.

Utica is its largest City, with a 1980 population of just
over 75,600 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Oneida County lost about 20,000 peo-
ple, but only about-1,000 Molts between twentram.and sixty-
five years of age, and the coumty actually gained 6,000 house-
holds. Nbreover, the amebae of jobs held by its people remained
level between 1970 and 1980, as the work force in nest other up,-
state metropolitan counties we growing.

. The county's smnufacturing economic base is smell and de-
clining slightly, with 23 percent of its 1980 work force in se-
factoring. In 1980, Oneida County bad 43 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 108 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. ItA agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, although declining slightly, with a 1980

adjusted value of over $68.6 million*

The service sector is large, with over 74 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in these industries. This percentage
is larger than the average for upstate counties, and is growing
slowly.

Oneida County has several colleges within its borders, but
only about 28 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had. some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat

lower than the average for couparable upstate metropolitan coun-
ties.

The unemployment rate in 1980 was 8.2 percent, slightly
above the average of other upstate counties. Oneida County had a
comparatively high poverty rate (13 percent), but an average rate

of marital disruption (22 percent).
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COUNTY: ONEIDA
COUNTY TYPES 2

TABLE TITLE

:-DOMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION
2 POP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21-65

-AV PERCENT 634.
T X NONWHITE

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
9 $ EMPLOYED 21m65
10 $ FEMALES WORKING
11 X TERTIARY IND.
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES.
13 X PURL. Amts.
14 X EDUCATION
15 1 HEALTH SERVICE
16 $ FIMIIMS.REAL EST.
IT X MANAGe.PROFESS.
18 X SECONDARY IND.
19 N NFG., 20+ EMPLS.
20 N MFG.. 100+ elms.
21 1 PRIMARY IND.
22 11 LAND IN AGPIC.
23 N FARMS
24 ACRES HARVESTED
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG.

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC.
28 $ SOME COLLEGE
29 $ UNEMPLOYED
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY
31 1 FANS. IN AFFLUENCE

PERSONAL MELD -BEING
32 X HMS W. PLIMBG
33 INFANT MORTALITY

'14 SUICIDES PER CAP.
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP.
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS.

219

1950 1960 1970 1980

222.855 264,401 273,037 253,466
182 216 223 207

61,785 75,983 82,080 88,000
123,113 135,638 135,716 1340653

55.2 51.3 49.7 53.1
10.2 10.9 11.0 13.4
1.1 1.9 3.1 '3.9

82,913 92,732 98,121 98,113
67.3 68.4 72.3 72.9
30.6 33.9 38.3 43.9
57.8 66.0 69.3 74.2
18.8 16.1 17.3 19.8
4.4 10.2 7o8 6.8
3.4 5/.1 8.3 9.9
5.4 4.8 9.3 12.8
3.2 3.7 4.7 5.3
18.2 22.7 25.1 22.6
36.0 30.1 28.2 23.4
131 123 118 108
50 51 36 43

6.2 3.9 2.5 2.4
61.8 52.1 40.8 38.0
3,909 2,511 1,626 1,406

48,433 40,831 31,975 29,781
81.608 78,204 75,171 68.605

3,263 6.180 9,810 18,174
11,257 17,428 22,073 20,718

9.5 9.5 18.7 27.6
8.0 6.7 5.2 8.2

21.1 13.7 11.2 12.6
19.9 15.9 19.1 16.9

73.6 75.1 96.3 97.7
29.7 25.6 19.2 10.9
9.9 12.1 8.4 7.9
0.4 0.8 0.7 1.6
14.1 15.6 20.4 21.6
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01101111N211 COWIN

Located at the intersection of Interstate 81 and upstate Sew
York's Mummy on the southwestern shore of Oneida Labe, Onondaga
County is above average in aim among upstate metropolitan coun-
ties. Its population of nearly 464,000 people is heavily urban,
with 82.4 Preset living in places of more then twenty-firs hun-
dred people.

Syracuse is its largest city, with a 1980 population of just
over 170,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Onondaga County lost about 9,000 peo-
ple, but actually gained a net of almost 20,000 adults between
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age, and gained over 20,000
households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs
held by its people grew by about 20,700.

The manufacturiog economic base is smell and declining
slightly, with 23 percent of the 1980 wet* force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Onondags County had 77 olants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 221 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, and increasing slightly, with a 1980 ad-
justed value of over $30.2 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 76 percent of the
1980 work force engaged is service Industrie'. This percentage
is slightly larger than the average for upstate counties, and is
growing slowly.

Onondaga County has several colleges within its borders, and
about 36 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat higher
than the average for comparable upstate counties.

The unemployment rate in 1980 wee 6.9 percent, about average
for upstate metropolitan counties. The county had an average
poverty rate of 10 percent, and an average rate of marital dis-
ruption of 22 percent.
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COUNTY: ONONDAGA
COUNTY TYPE: 2

TABLE TITLE 1950

_DEIM3OAPHY
1 POPUILATIORL
2 POP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21-63 *wasp
5 PERCENT 21.415'

_6_ PERCENT 65+
X NONWHITE

INDUSTRY

341,719
431.

96.893mom
57.1
9.1
1.8

8 N EMPLOYED 138.069
9' X EMPLOYED 21.45 70.8
10 X FEMALES WORKING 31.2
11 X TERTIARY IND. 61.T
12 X RETAIL. WES.HOL 20.6
13 X PUBL. ADMEN. 4.0
14 X EDUCATION 4.9
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 3.3
16 X FIN,INS.REAL'EST. 4.0
17 X NANAG4e4ROFESS. 22.1
18 $ SECONDARY IND. 35.3
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 211
20 N MFG.. 1004. EMPLS. 77
21 $ PRIMARY IND. 3.0
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 66.1
23 N FARMS . 3,405
24 ACRES HARVESTED 33,562
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 58,358

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 3,459
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 11,934
28 X SOME COLLEGE 16.2
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.4
30 $ FANS. IN POVERTY 18.3
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 24.0

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X NSES W. PLUNK 78.0
33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 9.7
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.2
36 8 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.1

1960

423.020
533

124.090
218.282

51.6
9.5
3.3

162.393

1970

472,746
596

145.322
235,945

49.9
9.4
5.7

184.533

1980

.463.920
585

165.677
255.404

$$.1
10.9
8.2

2105,239
74.4 , 78.2 : 80.4
14.2 39.6 44.4
64.3
18.2

73.4
21.2

16.2
21.3

. 3.9 4.1 4.3
4.5 9.9 -11.0
2.5 6.0- 8.6
4.9 6.3 7.4
25.5 28.4 25.5
34.0 25.5 22.9
219 230 221
73 76 77
1.7 1.1 0.9

49.7 40.4 36.2
1.765 1.159 869

25,235 20.513 18,380
49,388 49,052 50,246

6,691 10,836 21.222
18,869 24.381 24,193

16.2 25.4 36.0
4.3 3.9 6.9
11.1 9.9 10.1
20.0 24.6 25.2

82.4 97.8 98.2
20.8 18.7 13.6
7.6 9.5 9.1
7.9 3.6 3.7
15.2 18.8 22.4
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CMININg COUNT!

Located on the western banks of the lower Woos River and
along New York's Thruway and Interstate 84, just north and west
of New York City, Orange County is an average-sized upstate
metropolitan county. Its population of over one - quarter million
people is just over 50 percent urban, with 56.7 percent living in
places of more than twenty-five hundred people.

Newburgh is its largest city, with a 1980 population of over
23,400 people.

Batmen 1970 and 1980 Orange County gained about 37,000 peo-
ple, including a net of over 38,000 adults between twenty-one and
sixty -five years of age, and gained 19,600 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by about 24,000.

The manufacturing economic base is Buell and declining
slightly, with 20 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Orange County had 41 plants which employed a hun-
dred or more persons, and 146 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, even if declining since 1970, with a 1980
adjusted value of $72.8 million.

The county's service sector is large, with 78 percent of the
1980 work force imaged in service industries. This percentage
is somewhat higher than the average for upstate counties, and is
growing slowly.

About 30 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980, a percentage slightly lower
than the average for comparable upstate counties.

Orenge County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 6.8 per-
cent, about average for other upstate metropolitan counties. It

also had an average poverty rate (11 percent), and an average
rate of marital disruption (21 percent).
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CCUNTY: ORANGE

227

COUNTY TYPE: 2

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 /970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 152.255 183,734 ,'222,657 259.603
2 POP DENSITY 183' 221 266 312
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 43,141 53.919 65,607 84,251
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 84.851 95,358 109.720 137653
.5 PERCENT 21.45 45.7 51.9 49.5 53.0
6 PERCENT 65 /11.2 11.4 /OA 10.8
7 X NONWHITE 3.5 5.4 6.9 8.5

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 57,710 64.535 79.942 103,947
9 8 EMPLOYED 214..65

1 68.0 67.7 72.9 75.5.
10 X FEMALES WORKING 31.3 34.8 37.9 42.3
11 8 TERTIARY IND. 64.3 68.1 '77.9
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 17.9 17.3 18.7 20.8
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.0 5.1 6.6 6.0
14 X EDUCATION 5.7 7.1 9.7 10.8
15 8 HEALTH SERVICE 5.0 4.2 6.9 9.3
16 X FIN.INS.REAL EST. 2.3 3.1 4.0 5.3
17 X MAMAG.- PROFESS. 18.8 21.1 24.0 23.1
18 I SECONDARY IND. 26.9 26.5 21.8 20.1
19 N MFG.. 20+ EMPLS. 160 163 172 146
20 N MFG.. 1004. EMPLS. 43 45 48 41
21 X PRIMARY IND. 8.8 5.3 3.2 2.0
22 X LAND IN ACRIC. 51.6 44.3 29.5 24.7
23 N FARMS 2,958 2.055 1,124 844
24 ACRES HARVESTED 27,519 23.626 15,733 13.173
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 82.471 80.262 91,340 72,836

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 3.173 5.721 10,130 20,576
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 10,947 16,133 22.793 23,457
28 X SOME COLLEGE 11.0 11.0 20.1 30.3
29 $ UNEMPLOYED 5.4 6.0 2.7 6.8
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 23.2 16.7 11.6 11.0
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 20.0 13.3 20.2 23.0

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUM/6 73.1 79.7 97.8 98.1,
33 INFANT MORTALITY 22.1 24.9 19.4 11.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 11.2 12.0 11.3 8.9
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 1.1 5.9 5.4
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.3 16.7 23.0 20.8
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N Y S County Type 3: Rural Counties
Under Extensive Urban Influence

CAYUGA OSWEGO

FULTON RENSSELAER

GENESEE SARATOGA

MADISON SCHENECTADY

MONTGOMERY WAYNE

ONTARIO
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MUG& aX8ITY

Located just west of Syracuse aid Onondess County on the
Saw York Thruway, Cayuga County 18 an average -Si sed upstate rural

county. Its population of 80,000 people is heavily rural, with
59.3 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred

people. Almost one-quarter (23.5 percent) of its work force
commute outside the county for employment.

Amhara is its largest city, with a 1980 population of just
over 32,500 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Cayuga County gained about 2,400 peo0
ple, including a net of over 4,200 adults between twenty -one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained almost 4,000 households.
Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its

people grew by about 3,200.

The manufacturing economic base is large, even if declinini,
slightly, with 30 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Cayuga County had 12 plants which employed a hun-
dred or more perilous, and 33 plants which employed twenty or more
persons. Its agricultural base is large in terms of total pro-
ducts sold, and increasing, with. a 1980 adjusted value of over
$71.8 million.

The county's service sector is large, with over 64 percent
of the 1980 work force engaged in service industries. The ser-
vice sector is somewhat smaller than the average for other up-
state rural counties, however, and is growing very slowly.

Only 25 percent of residents over twenty-five years of Age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
lower than the average for other comparable upstate rural coun-
ties.

Cayuga County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 10 per-
cent, above average for upstate counties. It had a slightly
above-average poverty rate of 13 percent and a slightly above-
average rate of marital disruption of 22.5 percent.



COUNTY* CAYUGA
COUNTY TYPES 3

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY
1 LA ION
2 POP DENSITY
.3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 -21.45 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21-65
6 PERCENT 654.
T X NONWHITE

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
4 X EMPLOYED 21-65
10 $ FEMALES WORKING
11 X TERTIAPY IND.
12 $ RETAIL, WHOLES.
13 X PUBL. ADMIN.
14 X EDUCATION
15 X HEALTH SERVICE
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST.
17 X MANAG.PROFESS.
18 X SECONDARY IND.
19 N MFG. 20+ EMPLS.
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS.
21 II PRIMAPY IND.
22 X LAND IN AGRIC.
23 N FARMS
24 ACRES HARVESTED
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG.

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC.
28 X SOME COLLEGE
29 X UNEMPLOYED
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE

PERSONAL WELLBEING
32 $ HSES W. PLUMBG
33 INFANT MORTALITY
34 SUICIDES PER CAP.
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP.
36 $ DISRUPTED MARRGS.
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1950 1960 1970 1980

.

10,136 73,942 77,439 79,894
/01 106 111 115.

20,101 21,377 22,987 26,896
.37,882 36,158 37,635 41,899

54.0 48.9 48.6 52.4
11107 12.2 11.2 13.1
1.5 1.9 2.5 3.2

26,676 26,173 28,357 31,553
70.4 72.4 75.3 75.3
28.7 33.2 39.2 42.9
48.8 56.5 62.8 64.3
15.6 15.7 15.8 16.9
4.3 5.3 5.8 6.1
3.7 6.2 9.1 10.1
3.2 2.4 6.0 7.4
2.1 2.5 2.8 3.2
14.7 15.5 19.6 18.1
37.9 34.8 31.9 29.8
44 29 31 33
16 13 12 12

13.3 8.6 5.3 5.9
79.0 73.3 62.2 62.5

2,934 2,093 1,495 1,174
35,273 32,728 .27,772 27,906
57,423 61,882 60,172 71,827

3,073 5,384 9,311 18,473
10,602 15,183 20,950 21,059

10.2 10.2 18.2 25.1
4.9 5.7 5.8 10.1
25.9 19.2 13.4 12.8
16.2 10.4 15.5 16.8

64.6 69.8 95.7 96.8
23.7 25.2 16.6 11.5
14.3 10.8 14.2 10.0
0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0

13.6 16.1 21.3 22.5



234
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FULTON COUNT!

Located about halfway between Albany and Utica just north of
the Thruway in upstate New York, Fulton County is smaller than
average among rural counties. Its population of 55,10() people is
about evenly split between urban and rural, with 49.6 percent
living in places of more than twenty-five hundred people. Just
over one-fifth (21.9 percent) of its work force commute outside
the county for employment.

Gloversville is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
just over 17,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Fulton county gained 2,500 people,
including a net of over 2,600 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,600 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by 1,150.

The manufacturing economic base is large but declining
slightly, with 40 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Fulton County had 22 plants which employed a hun-
dred or more persons, snd 68 plants which employed twenty or more
persons. Its agricultural base is much smaller than average in
total products sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of $9 million.

The county's service sector is large, with 59 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage,
however, is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate
rural counties, but is growing slowly.

Only 22 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
lower than the average for other comparable upstate rural coun-
ties.

Fulton County had a relatively high unemployment rate in
1980 of 11.2 percent, above the average of other upstate coun-
ties. It had an average poverty rate of 13.5 percent, and a
slightly-above-average rate of marital disruption of 23 percent.
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COUNTY: FULTON
COUNTY TYPE: 3
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TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
L POPULATION 51,021 51,304 52,637 55,153
2 POP DENSITY 103 103 106 111
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 16,326 16,696 17,618 20,259
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 28,073 25,857 26,161 28,520
5 PERCENT 21 -65 55.0 50.4 49.7 51.7
6 PERCENT 65+ 12.5 13.9 13.4 14.9
7 2 NONWHITE 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.3

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 21,828 20,239 21,142 22,290
9 2 EMPLOYED 21 -65 77.8 78.3 80.8 78.2
10 X FEMALES WORKING 36.0 39.2 39.9 42.5
11 2 TERTIARY IND. 44.1 46.9 54.2 58.5
12 2 RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.7 14.1 14.7 17.4
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.4 3.2 3.9 4.9
14 X EDUCATION 2.8 4.5 7.0 8.4
15 2 HEALTH SERVICE 2.3 1.3 4.8 7.6
16 2 FINIFINSIREAL EST. 2.0 2.3 2.9 3.1
17 2 MANAG.- PROFESS. 17.9 18.9 20.3 17.2
18 2 SECONDARY IND. 52.2 50.0 44.1 39.6
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 88 88 71 68
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 18 26 18 22
21 2 PRIMARY IND. 3.6 3.1 1.7 1.8
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 29.0 25.2 15.3 14.8
23 N FARMS 830 591 271 254
24 ACRES HARVESTED 9,216 8,009 4,862 4,704
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 9,371 10,368 9,179 9,053

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,975 5,379 8,633 16,536
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 10,264 15,169 19,424 18,851
28 X SOME COLLEGE 8.7 8.7 14.6 22.1
29 2 UNEMPLOYED 6.8 8.6 5.0 11.2
31 2 FANS. IN POVERTY 26.3 17.1 13.7 13.5
31 2 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.9 9.8 13.1 12.8

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 2 HSES W. PLUMBG 68.4 69.7 94.9 96.8
33 INFANT MORTALITY 29.0 23.6 19.1 11.0
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 17.6 9.7 3.8 10.9
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
36 2 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.4 17.8 21.0 23.2
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MURK COUNTY

Located between Buffalo and Rochester on the New York Thru-
way, Genesee County is a slightly smaller-than-average upstate

rural county. Its population of 59,400 people is mostly rural,
with 63.6 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hun-
dred people. Almost one-quarter (23.9 percent) of its work force
commute outside the county for employment.

Batavia is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
over 16,700 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Genesee County gained only about 700
people, but showed a net gain of more than 2,800 adults between
twenty-one and sixty-five years of age. The county gained over

2,500 households. Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of
jobs held by its people grew by 3,400.

The manufacturing economic base is large, even if declining
slightly, with 31 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In.1980, Genesee County had 12 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 39 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, and increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value
of over $55.6 million.

Its service sector is large, with 62
work force engaged in service industries.
smaller than the average for other upstate
ever, but is growing slowly.

percent of the 1980
This percentage is

rural counties, how-

About 27 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is about

average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Genesee County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 7.3 per-
cent, slightly below the average of ocher upstate rural coun-
ties. It had a below-average poverty rate (10.5 percent), and a
slightly below-average rate of marital disruption (19 percent).

2 Js



COUNTY: GENESEE
COUNTY TYPE: 3
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TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 47,584 53,994 58,722 59,4450
2 POP DENSITY 95 108 117 118
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13,510 15,598 17,589 20,111
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 25,251 26,403 28,598 31,385
5 PERCENT 21 -65 53.1 48.9 48.7 52.8
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.5 10.8 10.2 11.9
7 5 NONWHITE 1.8 2.3 2.9 3.4

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 18,221 19,634 22,548 25,937
9 % EMPLOYED 21 -65 72.2 74.4 78.8 82.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 26.5 32.3 35.6 41.8
11 X TERTIARY IND. 51.1 57.1 59.2 62.4
12 5 RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.2 16.9 16.1 19.2
13 5 PUBL. ADMIN. 2.9 3.1 3.9 4.4
14 % EDUCATION 3.9 5.6 7.5 8.8
15 S HEALTH SERVICE 4.5 4.2 6.6 8.2
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.8 2.4 2.5 2.7
17 5 NANAG..-.PROFESS. 14.7 16.4 18.9 18.2
18 5 SECONDARY IND. 32.8 32.5 .14.7 31.4
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 35 36 43 39
2) N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 16 15 13 12

21 1 PRIMARY IND. 16.2 10.4 6.1 6.2
22 5 LAND IN AGRIC. 80.3 74.6 61.3 60.6
23 N FARMS 2,112 1,585 1,029 794
24 ACRES HARVESTED 25,794 23,963 19,690 19,466
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 43,189 5/1161 51,790 55,631

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. F4M. INCOME 3,236 5,898 10,005 20,376
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,164 16,632 22,511 23,229
28 5 SOME COLLEGE 12.0 12.0 18.9 26.9
29 5 UNEMPLOYED 4.9 6.1 3.6 7.3
30 5 FAMS. IN POVERTY 21.9 15.1 11.3 10.5
31 5 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 17.7 13.') 17.9 21.4

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 II HSES W. PLUMBG 66.3 72.1 96.0 97.4
33 INFANT MORTALITY 23.5 23.4 17.5 11.1
34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 16.8 7.4 5.1 5.1

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 1.9 0.0 1.7

36 5 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.3 13.6 16.2 19.3
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144D1150111 COUNTY

Located between Syracuse and Utica on the Thruway in upstate
New York's central region, Madison County is about average in
size among rural counties under extensive urban influence. Its
population of over 65,100 people is almost evenly split between
urban and rural, with 55.8 percent living in places of less than
twenty-five hundred people. Almost two-fifths (39.7 percent) of
its work force commute outside the county for employment, the
fifth highest rate among upstate counties in 1980.

Oneida is its largest
over 10,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980
including a net of nearly
sixty-five years of age,
Moreover, between 1970 and
people grew by 3,300.

place, with a 1980 population of just

Madison County gained 2,300 people,
4,000 adults between twenty-one and
and gained nearly 4,000 households.
1980 the number of jobs held by its

The county's manufacturing economic base is about average,
even if declining slightly, with 24 percent of its 1980 work
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Madison County had 4 plants
which employed a hundred or more persons, and 20 plants which
employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is much
larger than average in total products sold, although declining
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of nearly $60 million.

Its service sector is large, with 70 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
average among upstate rural counties, and is growing slowly.

About 30 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
above the average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Madison County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 8 per-
cent, slightly below the average of other upstate counties. The
county was about average in its poverty rate (12 percent) and
marital disruption rate (19 percent).
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COUNTY: MADISON
COUNTY TYPE: 3
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TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 46,214 54,635 62.864 65,150
2 POP DENSITY 70 83 95 99
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13,020 15,236 17,741 20,8054 21-65 AGE GROUP 23,730 25,624 28,980 32,830
5 PERCENT 21 -65 51.3 46.9 46.1 50.46 PERCENT 654. 11.0 10.1 9.0 10.17 X NONWHITE 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.6

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 16,861 19,339 22,537 25,8949 X EMPLOYED 21.-65 71.1 75.5 77.8 78.9
10 X FEMALES WORKING 26.8 32.2 36.1 42.2
11 % TERTIARY IND. 53.0 61.2 66.4 69.5
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.1 15.8 18.0 . 20.2
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.1 4.,8 3.3 3.6
14 % EDUCATION 6.6 9.6 13.9 15.2
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 2.2 1.9 3.5 6.9
16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.9 2.7 3.1 3.4
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 17.7 18.7 21.9 21.2
18 % SECONDARY IND. 27.1 25.9 24.8 23.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 22 22 24 20
20 N MFG., 100 EMPLS. 4 5 4 4
21 X PRIMARY IND. 19.9 12.9 8.9 6.8
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 75.1 71.5 55.8 55.8
23 N FARMS 2,360 1,693 1,075 920
24 ACRES HARVESTED 31,805 30.281 23,632 23,632
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 56,961 62,020 62,079 59,899

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,990 5,451 9.639 18,492
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,316 15,372 21,688 21,081
28 X SOME COLLEGE 15.0 15.0 22.1 30.3
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.5 7.1 4.9 8.0
30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 27.4 18.7 11.7 12.2
31 X FILMS. IN AFFLUENCE 17.1 12.5 17.2 17.6

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 59.5 68.0 95.1 96.8
33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.8 28.1 20.1 10.4
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.0 12.8 12.7 7.7
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 7.3 3.2 1.5
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.2 14.1 16.6 19.3



1910

AWE OLE
DO SU
EN
RIO *4
XIS GS
23% 1/10
1915 INE
01% MO
1201 1911

170 00

UM 017
1315 14%
MI US
MN 1074

NO 741

66/ 499
40 01
in 199

246

POPULATION DATA DV ASE/SEX

MADISON

190 100 SOO 1010

TOM: 0064 Mt: SOO AMU 6660 Wits 69051 Mks 7409 =Ls 7047

MICE: LTA Iseirtient of Comte
berm et the Dew - Ilmo

REHM Ws Ereaude Development eel Tednical Resistanee Coder
Nate University CD Hem Nettsheigh, Nap Writ 1001

254



247

P
O

P
U

I-A
T

IO
N

P
Y

R
A

M

1 IP C
H

A
R

T

s M
A

P

180N

1970

IR
S

18018

C
O
O

0
4
4
,
4
4
1

4
4
4
1
0
1
1
0

4
0
4
4
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
0

O
N
S
I
M
I
S
O
M
P
O

S
O
O
S
O
O
4
4
4
O
S
O
N
O
W

O
N
O
M
O
O
M
O
S
I
S
S
I
N
O

V
O
I
O
N
S
I
N
I
K
I
N
O
M
P
I
P
I
N
I
O
N

4
4
1
4
1
1
1
1
4
0
0
4
4
1
1
4
4
N
I
N
N
I
I
I
I
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
4
0
1
I
N
N
I
N
I
I
I
I
N
I

N
I
I
N
S
1
1
4
1
1
4
1
1
4
4
4
1
1
4
4
4
4

4
1
1
4
4
1
1
0
1
4
1
4
1
1
6
1
1
4
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
0
4
4
1
1
0
0
4
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
0
4
6
4
1
1
.
0

0
1
4
1
1
1
4
4
I
N
I
N
I
O
N
1
1
4
4
4
.
1
8
4
1
N
1
4
4
1
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

4
O
S
O
O
P
O
S
O
O
O
S
S
I
N
O
S
I
O
M
I
S
O
N
S
I
S
O
O
S
S
I
M
M
O
S
O

0
1
0
0
,
4
0
4
0
0
1
4
4
4
,
0
0
N
4
1
4
1
4
4
4
8
1
0
4
S
O
S
I
O
N
S
O

180
4
0
i
4
0

1
4
9
1
t
g
e
t

N
O
M
O
I
N
O
M

4
4
4
S
O
W
I
R
M
O
N
,

4
4
4
4
4
4
1
0
4
0
4
4
0
0
D
O
O

S
I
M
P
O
I
N
N
O
I
S
O
S
S
O
N
O
S
O

O
P
O
S
I
O
N
N
O
W
N
W
O

4
4
M
O
O
M
O
I
M
O
S
S
I
M
I
O

4
1
4
4
1
1
.
0
4
N
O
S
I
O
S
S
O
N
W
O

4
0
9
0
4
1
1
8
1
1
1
4
0
1
0
8
4
4
4
1
0
0
1
4
4
1
1

S
O
M
P
O
N
O
O
N
I
M
P
O
W
N
S
I
O
N
O
M
M
O
O

4
1
1
1
4
N
O
1
S
I
O
N
O
I
S
I
S
O
N
O
W
O
M
O
O

O
N
O
N
O
O
M
M
O
I
N
I
O
N
N
I
O
N
O
N
O
N
O
V
O
N
S
O
O
D

M
O
O
O
N
S
O
N
O
S
S
M
O
I
S
S
O
N
S
O
I
S
O
I
O
N
I
M
I
N
M
P
R
O
P
O
S
O
O
S
O
N
I
O
N
O

M
O
S
S
O
O
S
O
S
S
I
S
I
O
N
4
4
.
4
4
0
1
4
8
1
1
1
1
4
1
8
1
0
1
M
4
0

O
N
O
S
O
M
O
S
S
O
4
0
,
0
4
1
1
0
1
1
0
4
1
0
O
V
I
M
P
O

I
I
I
I
N
N
I
O
N
M
P
1
4
4
1
1
1
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
-
1
1
1
1
1
4
4
4
`
4
1
1

4111111111041111111104

4

1 7 6 5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 4 5 6 7 11 101

6 5 4 3 it 1 1 3 4 5 6 7 11

810

2100

R
W

5

O
R

A

F
eR

13

1500

W
*

1154,

O
M

*0 W
I
N
O

0
0
f
0
0
,

75-79

0
1
0
1
1
1
4
4
*

75-79

f
f
i
e
S
O

70-74

O
P
P
O
O
P
P
O
O
4
0
0

70-74

4
S
I
O
N
M
P
O
P
O

65-0

0
4
1
1
0
1
N
I
M
O
D

1349

f
O
O
S
O
C
O
N
S
O
O

60-64

O
N
I
N
S
O
I
O
N
S
O
O
M

044

4
4
1
0
0
1
1
4
1
0
O
N
S
O
O

50-59

M
O
N
S
0
1
0
0
1
1
4
6

*0 0
0
1
1
0
4
1
1
1
0
4
0
O
N
I
S
I
M

0034

4
4
0
1
1
4
0
0
4
1
0
8
4
4
0
4
0
,

50-54

4
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
S
O
N
I
M
M
I
O
N

45-49

1
4
0
0
1
1
1
0
0
4
1
4
4
4
O
O
N
N
O

4549

I
O
N
N
I
N
I
S
I
O
I
N
O
N
I
M
M
I
N
I
N

044

0
1
4
9
2
9
1
1
4
4
4
4
1
4
4
1
4
4
1
1
0
1
1
0
4
4

4
0
4
0
0
0
i
4
4
O
S
S
I
M
P
O
O
M
P
O
S
O

0-39

O
O
S
O
O
O
N
O
W
O
O
M
P
S
O
S
S
O
N
O

3-39

I
N
O
N
O
O
N
S
O
I
N
S
I
O
S
O
O
M
M
O
O
M
M
I
O
N

R
-34

O
N
S
O
M
O
V
I
S
I
O
S
O
O
M
M
O
N

3041

4
4
0
1
A
N
N
I
M
M
O
S
S
I
O
N
S
O
S
I
N
O
0
4
4
4
0
1
1
0
1
0

0-19

0
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
N
P
I
N
O
M
M
I
N
I
M
I
I
M
I
I
N
I
I
I
M
I
N
I
M
M

25-8

1
1
8
.
1
1
1
1
1
1
,
1
1
1
1
1
4
4
4
1
4
4
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
4
N
I
N*0 0

4
1
1
0
4
1
0
4
0
4
0
0
1
P
O
I
N
N
I
S
I
N
I
N
I
I
M
I
N
S
I
N
N
/
8
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
O
N
I
N
N
W
O

O
I
N
N
I
S
O
W
I
N
I
N
N
I
4
4
4
4
1
4
1
0
1
.
1
1
0
.
4
4
1
1
4
0
4
1
1
1
1
0
4
N
e

1519

0
0
0
1
0
1
4
0
O
V
I
O
N
N
O
M
O
O
M
O
M
O
S
O
I
O
N
S
O
O
M
P
O
O
N
O
O
N
O

1549

N
e
s
e
s
s
O
N
I
P
O
O
N
I
P
I
N
I
I
I
M
O
I
N
I
N
I
N
P
O
M
P
I
N
I
I
I
4
0
4

10-14

f
o
o
P
O
O
P
O
N
O
M
O
V
O
S
S
I
M
P
O
I
M
O
S

0-14

1
1
0
4
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
P
I
N
P
I
N
4
1
4
1
1
1
M
O
I
N
I
M

049

1
1
4
1
4
0
N
I
M
I
N
N
I
N
W
I
N
I
I
M
I
N
N
I
M
M
I
N
I
F

049

N
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
N
O
N
N
I
M
I
N
N
I
N
S
I
N
i
S
I
I

07-01

O
N
I
N
I
N
S
I
O
N
I
N
I
N
I
F
I
S
I
N
I
M
O
N
O
N
I
N
I
N
P
O

0041

1
1
1
1
1
1
4
0
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
4
4
1
1
1
1
4
1
0
1
1
1
N
O
S
I
N
I
N

*--t-te"Iat-4041fttil'
$1 6 5 4 3 1 1 1 1 3 4 5 6 7 I 4-411--44111114P

41117 6 5 4 3 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

S
O

M
E

:

N Y
.Ii.

LIpolo

* of C
om

m
,

W
IN

N

of H
o

room
y

- tU
1

Y
ork

N
E

M
O

01

E
conom

ic

boolom
oN

1

sod

T
oclow

nool

R
ossotsoro

C
olor

914,

LO
nvorsity

M
om

P
lattotons,

N
W

Y
o
r
k

1
2
9
0
1

255

orr-

' r,,6401

'L
O

L
L



248

11011176(1111a1T OMIT

Located to the northwest of Albany on the New York Thruway
in the capital district, Montgomery County is smaller than aver-
age among upstate rural counties. Its population of 53,400 peo-
ple is almost evenly split between urban and rural, with 54.3
percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred peo-
ple. Almost one- quarter (24.1 percent) of its work force commute
outside the county for employment.

Amsterdam is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
21,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Montgomery County lost about 2,400
people, but lost only 200 adults between twenty-one and sixty-
five years of age, and it actually gained about 1,000 house-
holds. But between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its
people fell by about 100.

The manufacturing economic base is large but declining

slightly, with 37 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Montgomery County bad 17 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 47 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total
products sold, but is declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of over $40.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with 58 percent of the 1980

work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat smaller than the average for upstate rural counties,
but is growing slowly.

About 22 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is lover
than the average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Montgomery County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 8.2
percent, about average among upstate counties. It had a slightly

above average poverty rate (13 percent), and an above-average

rate of marital disruption (24 percent).
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COUNTY: MONTGOMERY
COUNTY TYPE: 3
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TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 591594 57,240 559883 539439
2 POP DENSITY 146 140 137 131
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 18,048 18,404 189812 19,845
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 33,748 29,879 289333 28,139
5 PERCENT 21 -65 56.6 52.2 50.7 52.6
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.2 14.2 14.9 17.0
7 X NCNWHITE 0.5 0.4 0.5 1.9

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 26,637 22,681 229521 22,424
9 8 EMPLOYED 21..45 78.9 75.9 79.5 79.8
IC X FEMALES WORKING 32.2 37.2 41.1 44.0
11 t TERTIARY IND. 39.3 48.2 53.9 58.0
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 13.6 15.1 13.8 15.4

13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.6 4.6 6.5 6.3
14 X EDUCATION 2.4 4.1 6.3 6.6

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.3 2.0 4.9 8.0

16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.7 2.5 2.6 3.0
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 14.7 16.3 17.7 15.7

18 X SECONDARY IND. 52.6 43.9 40.8 36.8

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 45 54 53 47

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 12 23 25 17

21 X PRIMARY IND. 8.1 7.9 5.4 5.2

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 78.2 73.4 61.8 63.4
23 N FARMS 1,473 1,074 735 668

24 ACRES HARVESTED 20,415 19,162 16,133 16,551

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 31,639 36,251 41,949 40,525

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 3.495 5,411 99006 17,160

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 12,058 15,259 20,264 19,562

28 X SOME COLLEGE 7.8 7.8 13.1 21.8

29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.8 8.3 5.1 8.2

30 X FARS. IN POVERTY 17.3 18.6 13.8 13.1

31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 25.6 10.0 13.8 13.1

PERSONAL WELLBEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMOG 71.7 78.2 94.5 97.0

33 INFANT MORTALITY 34.6 25.9 18.7 11.7

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 16.8 8.7 5.4 15.0

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.7 0.1 1.8 0.0

36 8 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.9 16.5 21.4 23.9
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ONTARIO COUNTY

Located between Rochester and Syracuse on the Thruway in the
heart of central New York, Ontario County is about average in
size among upstate rural counties. Its population of 88,900
people is heavily rural, with 71.3 percent living in places of
less than twenty-five hundred people. Almost one-third (31.1
percent) of its work force commute outside the county for employ-
ment.

Geneva is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
15,100 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Ontario County gained 10,000 people,
including a n't of 10,100 adults between twenty-one and sixty-
five years of age, and gained 6,500 households. Moreover, be-
tween 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
about 9,000.

The manufacturing economic base is slightly above average,
and increasing slightly, with 28 percent of the 1980 work force
in manufacturing. In 1980, Ontario County had 15 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 43 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than
average in total products sold, although declining slightly, with
a 1980 adjusted value of $54.9 million.

Its service sector is large, with 68 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. However, this percen-
tage is smaller than average for other upstate rural counties,
and is unchanging.

About 32 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980, a percentage somewhat higher
than the average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Ontario County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 6.6 percent,
below the average of other upstate counties. Its poverty rate
was comparatively low (9 percent), but its rate of marital dis-
ruption was about average (20 percent).
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COUNTY: ONTARIO
COUNTY TYPE: 3

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION
2 POP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21-65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21 -65
6 PERCENT 65+
7 X NONWHITE

195C

60,172
92

16,612
32,779

54.5
11.2
0.8

1960

t8,070
105

19,344
33,422

49.1
12.0
1.5

1970

78,849
121

23,748
37,848
48.0
13.9
2.0

1980

88,909
136

30,307
47,943

53.9
11.6
2.4

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65

22,230
67.8

24,406
73.1

.

30.275
80.0

39,197
81.8

10 % FEMALES WORKING 28.1 33.2 38.0 42.2
1 7 -ERTIARY IND. 60.7 63.3 67.7 68.2
12 4. AETAIL, WHOLES. 18.2 19.1 18.5 20.0
13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 3.6 4.3 4.3 3.5
14 1 EDUCATION 4.1 6.4 8.8 10.0
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 9.1 6.7 9.2 10.6
t6 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.0 2.7 2.7 3.7
17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 17.8 19.3 22.1 21.9
18 1 SECONDARY IND. 24.0 26.8 26.7 27.8
19 4 MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 39 44 52 43

N MFG., 130+ EMPLS. 9 11 12 15
,_1 % PRIMARY IND. 15.3 9.9 5.5 3.9
22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 33.1 68.3 58.3 54.6
23 N FARMS 2,507 1,896 1,364 967
24 ACRES HARVESTED 13.834 28,485 24.314 22,771
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 53,031 57,261 56,371 54.947

SOCIOECONCmIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,94T 5,734 10,511 20,514
77 ADJ Mc!). FAM. INC. 10.167 16,170 23,650 23,386
28 X SOME COLLEGE 14.6 14.6 22.8 32.4
29 % UNEMPLOYFD 4.6 5.9 3.3 6.6
30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 26.1 15.8 10.5 9.2
11 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 18.2 12.8 20.5 21.6

PFRSONAt WELL-BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 65.1 75.6 96.7 97./
3A INFANT MORTALITY 25.4 23.4 19.1 11.1
34 SUICIDES PFR CAP. 13.3 19.1 8.9 13.5
35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 3.1 0.0 7.5 0.0
36 T DISPUPTED MARQGS. 13.5 15.2 19.4 20.1
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manic° cousin

Located on the eastern shores of Lake Ontario and immediate-

ly north of Syracuse on Interstate 81, Oswego County is above

average in size among upstate New York rural counties. Its popu-

lation of 114,000 people is heavily rural, with 70.9 percent

living in places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Almost

one-quarter (23.8 percent) of its work force commute outside the

county for employment.

Oswego is its largest place, with a 1980 population of near-

ly 20,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Oswego County gained 13,000 people, .

including a net of 11,600 adults between twenty-one-and sixty-

five years of age, and gained over 8,000 households. Moreover,

between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew

by 7,800.

The manufacturing economic base is large but declining

plightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-

ing. In 1980, Oswego County had 17 plants which employed a hun-

dred or more persons, and 40 plants which employed twenty or more

persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than average in total

products sold, and declining, with a 1980 adjusted value of just

over $27.4 million.

Its service sector is large, with 69 percent of the 1980

work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is

average among upstate rural counties, and is growing slowly.

Oswego County has a state college within its borders, but

only about 23 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had

some college background in 1980. This percentage is lower than

the average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

The unemployment rate in 1980 was 12.7 percent, well above

the average of other upstate counties. The poverty rate was

above average (14 percent), but the rate of marital disruption

was about average (20 percent).
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CCUNTY: OSWEGO
COWRY TYPE: 3
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TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 77,181 86,118 100,897 113,901
2 POP DENSITY 80 . 90 105 119
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 21,812 24,323 29,179 37,238
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 39,944 40,648 47,220 58,837
5 PERCENT 21 -65 51.8 47.2 46.8 51.7
6 PERCENT 65+ 19.6 10.9 9.4 9.8
7 X NCNWHITE 0.2 0.3 0.5 1.0

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 27,105 28,439 33,919 41,761
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 67.9 70.0 71.8 71.0
10 Z FEMALES WORKING 27.0 31.3 35.7 39.8
11 X TERTIARY IND. 48.4 54.0 65.4 69.0
12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.0 15.5 16.8 18.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.2 3.7 3.6 4.3
14 % EDUCATION 4.0 6.6 12.7 13.4
15 t HEALTH SERVICE 1.8 1.4 3.4 5.7
16 X FINIINSIREAL EST. 1.7 2.3 2.7 3.5
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 16.1 16.8 19.5 18.1
18 % SECONDARY IND. 39.2 39.5 31.8 28.7
19 N MFG., 29+ FMPLS. 41 39 44 40
20 N MFG., 190+ EMPLS. 17 16 17 17
21 X PRIMARY IND. 12.4 6.5 2.8 2.2
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 54.1 40.7 26.1 22.9
23 N FARMS 3,339 2,030 1,000 831
24 ACRES HARVESTED 33,271 25,030 16,051 14,083
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 38,569 37,317 34,758 27,474

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,772 5,580 9,254 18,815
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,563 15,736 20,822 21,449
28 X SOME COLLEGE 11.4 11.4 15.6 23.0
29 X UNFMPLOYED 7.1 9.1 7.0 12.7
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 31.6 18.6 13.6 13.5
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 12.5 11.6 15.5 17.4

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 60.0 64.3 93.9 96.9
33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.6 25.2 14.6 9.8
34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 9.1 8.1 10.9 7.0
35 HOMICIDES PFR CAP. 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0
36 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.2 15.1 18.) 20.1
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POPULATION DATA BY ASE/SEX
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REnssztAge. couNrir

Located just east of Albany and the upper Hudson River and
on Interstate 90 in upstate New York, Rensselaer County is well
above average in size, with extensive urban influence. Its popu-
lation of almost 152,000 people is heavily urban, wIth 61.3 per-
cent living in places of more than twenty-five hundred people.
Moreover, it is the third highest commuting county in the upstate
area--almost one-half (43.3 percent) of the work force commute
outside the county to work.

Troy is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
over 23,900 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Rensselaer County lost 1,400 people,
but gained a net of 6,100 adults between twenty-one and sixty-
five years of age, and gained 5,400 households. Moreover, be-
tween 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
5,300.

The manufacturing economic base is low and declining slight-
ly, with 19 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In
1980, Rensselaer County had 17 plants which employed a hundred or
more persons, and 39 plants which employed twenty or more. Its
agricultural base is much smaller than average in total products
sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $25.2
million.

Its service sector is large, with 80 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat larger than the average for other comparable upstate
rural counties, and is growing slowly.

Rensselaer County has several colleges, and 29 percent of
people over twenty-five years of age had some college background
in 1980. This percentage is about average for other comparable
upstate rural counties.

The unemployment rate in 1980 was 7 percent, below the aver-
age of other upstate counties. Both the poverty rate at 12.4
percent, and the rate of marital disruption at 23 percent were
slightly above average.

2G,
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COUNTY: RENSSELAER
COUNTY TYPE: 3

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 Pr1PULATION 132,607 142,585 152,513 151,966
2 P0' DENSITY 199 214 229 228
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 38,274 43,087 47,322 52,735
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 74,613 72,005 74,272 80,361
5 PERCENT 21-65 56.3 50.5 48.7 52.9
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.2 11.6 11.7 12.5
7 X NONWHITE 1.0 1.8 2.8 3.6

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 51,766 52,889 58,762 64,076
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 69.4 73.5 79.1 79.7
10 X FEMALES WORKING 31.3 34.7 39.0 43.9
11 X TERTIARY IND. 63.4 66.7 76.2 79.9
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 18.3 17.8 17.8 18.4
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 7.8 8.5 9.6 13.5
1.4 X EDUCATION 4.3 6.6 10.4 11.9
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 3.2 2.7 6.7 8.5
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.7 3.0 4.2 5.2
17 X MANAGePPOFESS. 19.7 21.3 22.2 21.7
18 X SECONDARY IND. 32.5 30.8 22.2 18.7
19 N MFG., 23+ EMPLS. 72 57 48 39
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 33 28 20 17
21 % PRIMARY IND. 4.1 2.5 1.7 1.3
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 53.5 42.2 28.6 26.2
23 N FARMS 1.822 1,151 649 559
24 ACRES HARVESTED 22.803 17,987 12,190 11,167
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 28,706 26,340 26,292 25,271

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,298 5.747 10,087 19.259
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,378 16,207 22,696 21,955
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.4 12.4 18.4 28.7
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.5 5.6 3.4 7.0
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 20.3 15.2 10.5 12.4
31 1 FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 21.2 12.9 19.8 19.2

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 74.2 71.1 95.2 96.7
33 INFANT MORTALITY 25.7 22.8 18.6 14.4
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 9.8 9.8 7.9 13.8
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.5 0.7 4.6 2.b
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.3 17.2 20.2 23.1
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SARATOGA COOWTT

Located north of Albany on the western shores of the upper
Hudson River and the Interstate 87 Northway, Saratoga County is

well above average in. size among upstate rural counties. Its

population of over 153,700 people is about evenly split between

rural and urban, with 46.3 percent living in places of more than

twenty-five hundred people. Moreover, it is the second highest

commuting county in the upstate area--almost one-half (46.5 per-

cent) of the work force commute outside the county to work.

Saratoga Springs, a popular summer resort, is its largest

city with a 1980 population of over 23,900 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Saratoga County gained 32,000 people,

including a net of 23,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty -

five years of age, and gained 16,300 households. Moreover,

between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew

by 20,000.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining, with

22 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 1980,

Saratoga County had 9 plants which employed a hundred or more

persons, and 35 plants which employed twenty or more. Its agri-

cultural base is smaller than average in total products sold, and

also declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of almost

$20.8 million.

Its service sector is large, with about 77 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is somewhat larger than the average for other upstate rural coun-

ties, and is growing slowly.

About 36 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had

some college background in 1980. This percentage is higher than

the average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

The county had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 8.1 percent,

about average for other upstate counties. It had comparatively

low rates of poverty (9 percent) and marital disruption (18 per-

cent).

272
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COUNTY: SARATOGA
COUNTY TYPE: 3

TABLE TITLE

IMMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION
2 POP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21 65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21 -65
6 PERCENT 65+
7 X NONWHITE

1950

749869
92

21,636
40,842

54.6
10.4
1.0

1960

89,096
109

25,863
44,637

g4.1
10.3
1.0

1970

121,739
149

35,686
6)9151

49.4
8.6
1.1

1980

1539759
1d8

51,935
83,933

54.a
9.1
1.6

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 28,784 319506 449394 64,200
9 4 EMPLOYED 21 -65 70.5 70.6 73.8 76.5
10 X FEMALES WORKING 28.6 33.0 36.0 41.5
11 X TERTIARY IND. 54.8 58.0 69.9 76.7
12 X RETAILc WHOLES. 16.0 15.9 18.0 21.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.4 4.6 7.5 9.4
14 1 EDUCATION 3.8 7.5 11.2 11.2
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.6 1.5 5.2 8.1
16 X FIN9INS9REAL EST. 2.2 2.7 3.6 4.7
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 16.8 19.7 27.3 27.4
18 X SECONDARY IND. 38.7 37.9 28.2 21.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 44 40 33 35
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 22 17 13 9
21 X PRIMARY IND. 6.5 4.1 1.9 1.6
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 38.5 31.1 18.9 17.6
23 N FARMS 1795 1.151 595 541
24 ACRES HARVESTED 20,136 16,213 9,885 9,205
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 22,295 19,008 21,345 20,794

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3.245 5.676 109500 20,712
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,195 16,006 239625 239612
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.2 12.2 .22.7 35.7
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.9 6.7 3.5 8.1
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 20.5 17.0 9.6 9.1
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 19.4 12.5 20.9 22.7

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 65.2 73.2 96.5 97.9
33 INFANT MORTALITY
34 SUICIDES PER CAP.

26.5
20.0

20.1
9.1

16.0
10.7

8.3
11.1

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 2.2 1.6 4.6
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.4 14.2 14.9 18.1
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POPULATION DATA BY AGE/SEX

SARATOGA

NE PRE

OM

FEMALE

MN

NAM FEMALE MALE

MM

FIRE
00-04 6197 5911 5717 5316 5741 5484

05-09 6893 6744 6426 6099 6237 5985

10-14 6615 6312 75E1 7117 69BE 660S

15-19 4907 Sill Ms MN 7111 7951

20-24 3770 5119 5840 6592 7133 7637

25-29 4164 4471 6301 6353 7074 6631

30-34 3094 3515 6594 6859 7319 743B

35-39 3359 1400 5561 5727 6994 7336

40-44 3354 3654 4201 4046 5599 5822

45-49 3419 3512 37E6 3712 4111 4014

50-54 3135 3203 3812 3915 3561 3617

35-59 2771 2766 351E 3716 3549 3154

60-64 2107 2331 1161 1126 3154 3416

65-69 1629 1933 2E95 2183 2405 21E5

10-74 1110 1643 1512 2101 1762 2301

75-79 833 1254 941 1517 108E 1677

80-84 451 767 527 1120 545 110E

85+ 279 551 383 869 407 1126

MMLI MON TOTAL: 153759 MMO

SOURCE: N.Y.S. 860artment of Comm

Bureau of Ma Canses - Mwt York

PREPARED BY: ECONOMIC Davelosment and Tacnnteal Assletance Canter

State University DalIags, Plattstinth Nom York 12901

E.E 274

1990

MMU 178658

2000 2010

MLE FEMM MM FENLE

WN 6685 UN WV
Me NE an an
not MIX 7420 nn
6821 73e 740 WM
am nos nw 8161

ME 7423 7114 6987

WU 8160 RW 7146

9413 RS MW na
NM MN NO 8728

7646 NS WM 8872

6749 7373 on 7914

SS Sig no MP
3417 XS 6011 MV
MX 3094 4121 5072

Eft 2910 Aa 3067

1516 Oft 1536 BM
007 1443 %V IME
591 1620 NE OM

TOTAL: 202944 TOMu 220372
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SCIWIECTADY COUNTY

Located immediately on the northwestern border of Albany
County and on the Thruway in upstate New York's capital district,
Schenectady County is well above average in size among upstate
rural counties. Its population of nearly 150,000 people is
heavily urban, with 89.1 percent living in places of more than
twenty-five hundred people. Almost one-quarter (24 percent) of
its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Schenectady is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
nearly 68,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1981) Schenectady County lost about 12,000
people, but lost a net of only 1,000 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, with a gain of 2,700 households.
Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its
people' grew by 1,700.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining
slightly, with 23 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, the county Lad 23 plants which employed a hundred
or more persons, and 52 plants which employed twenty or more'
persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than average in total
product sold, and declining, with a 1980 adjusted value of just
,,,e; $4.8 million.

Its set vice sector is large, with over lb percent ot the
1980 work force pngaged in service industries. This percentage
is larger than the average for other upstate rural counties, and

growing slowly.

About 34 percent ot residents over twenty-five years of age
nnc college background in POW, :! percentage above average

other comparable upstate rural counties.

onemploYment rate in 1480 was 6.5 percent, below the
arAge of other upstate counties. The' poverty rate of 10 per-
'It was comparatively low, but the rate A marital disrupNloo oftit W./; .hove. 4)Ver .41:+4
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COUNTY: SCHENECTADY
CCUNTY TYPE: 3

TABLE TITLE 1950 1963 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 142/497 152,896 1611979 149/946
2 POP DENSITY 688 739 778 724
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 43/472 491189 53/472 56,168
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 85/075 81/799 83/438 82/426
5 PERCENT 21-65 59.7 53.5 51.8 55.0
6 PERCENT 65+ 9.6 11.4 11.9 14.4
7 T NONWHITE 1.1 1.5 2.6 4.3

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 57/202 55/388 62/819 64/523
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 67.2 67.7 75.3 78.3
10 % FEMALES WORKING 27.9 32.0 37.5 43.1
11 % TERTIARY IND. 48.5 61.2 71.0 76.2
12 X RETAIL/ WHOLES. 15.6 17.1 17.9 19.9
13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 6.5 7.5 8.1 9.5
14 % EDUCATION 3.2 5.8 9.3 9.5
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 2.8 2.8 6.6 9.0
16 % FIN/INS/REAL EST. 2.2 3.0 3.9 4.8
17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 25.7 29.6 32.0 26.4
18 % SECONDARY IND. 50.3 38.0 28.5 23.3
19 N MFG., 20+ FMPLS. 43 45 60 52
20 N MFG., 103+ EMPLS. 28 28 28 23
21 % PRIMARY IND. 1.2 0.8 0.5 0.5
22 % L4NO IN AGPIC. 45.2 32.3 26.1 21.0
23 N FARMS 690 349 274 201
24 ACRES HARVESTED 5,989 4/280 3/458 2/783
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 1,611 5,970 7,885 4,806

SOCIOECONCMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 31818 6,541 10,702 20,529
27 AD.) MED. FAM. INC. 137172 18/446 24/080 231473
28 % SOMF COLLEGE 17.2 17.2 24.0 33.7
29 f UNEMPLOYED 3.8 6.6 ?.0 6.5
30 ' FAMS. IN POVFRTY 15.0 14.3 9.1 9.8
31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUFNU 28.8 19.1 14.1 24.3

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
HSFC N. PIUMAG ..11.7 95.2 98.1 98.2

3.3 INFANT MORTALITY 22.8 17.2 17.3 11.2
14 SLJICIPES PEP CAP. 11.2 6.'1 9.3 14.0
A6 HUMICIDES PE° CAP. 0.7 9.0 J.6 1.3
6 X DISPOPIrD MARRGS. 12. ', 1 ').r, 19.9 14.4



POPULATION DATA BY ASE/SEX

NILE

1970

FINALE IRE

1980

MALE WE

SCHENECTADY

1985 1990

FEMALE NILE Feel

2000

MILE FOMLE POLE

MO

MALE
00-04 6610 6190 4590 4436 4i64 4456 4843 4626 4522 4320 400 3883

05-09 7t38 7151 4990 4720 4334 4190 4448 4258 4729 4538 4150 3978

10-14 7908 7455 5989 5614 4718 4466 4138 4011 4653 4486 4482 4314

15-19 nu 6429 6646 6392 5800 5759 4613 4628 4378 43114 OW 007

20-24 wm VW MP 6112 6916 6679 6089 6079 4364 4439 5056 5102
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TOTAL: 160979 TOTAL: 149946 TOTAL: 141447 TOM: 14648/ TOTAL: 145611 TOTAL: 147779

9OURCE: N.Y. S. Desartaent of Comeree

Bureau of the Census New York

outWED BY: EVOMOPIC Development and Technical Assistance Center

State OniversIty Colter, Piattsburip, New Y,rk 12901
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WAYNR COUNTY

Located on the shores of Lake Ontario between Rochester and
Syracuse, and north of New York's Thruway, Wayne County is an
average-sized upstate rural county. Its population of 84,500
people is heavily rural, with 78.8 percent living in places of
less than twenty-five 4undred people. Over one-third (36.9 per-
cent) of its work force commute outside the county for employ-
ment.

Newark is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
over 10,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Wayne County gained 5,100 people, in-
cluding a net of 5,900 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 4,900 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
6,200.

The manufacturing economic base is large, even if declining
very slightly, with 37 percent a the 1980 work force in manu-
facturing. In 1980, Wayne County had 16 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 41 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is much larger than average
in total products sold, and increasing, with a 1980 adjusted
value of $77.2 million.

Its service sector is large, with 5d percent of the 1980
work force engaged is service industries. This percentage is
somewhat smaller than the average for upstate rural counties,
but f: growing slowly.

About 25 percent of residents over twenty -five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is lower
than the average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Wayne County had an unemployment rate in 1480 of 7.9 per-
cent, about average for other upstato counties. It had a poverty
rote of 10 percent and a rate of marital disruption of 19 pe,r-

yent.

2jo
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COUNTY: WAYNE
CCUNTY TYPE: 3

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 57,323 67,989 79,404 84,581
2 POP DENSITY 95 112 131 140
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 16,752 19,553 23,553 28,443
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 30,488 33,995 39,146 45,056
5 PERCENT 21-65 53.2 50.0 49.3 53.3
6 PERCENT 65+ 12.2 11.5 9.9 10.8
7 X NONWHITE 0.8 2.3 3.4 4.0

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 21,803 24,272 29,249 35,401
9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 68.2 71.4 74,7 78.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 26.4 33.1 36.4 41.0
11 X TERTIARY /ND. 53.8 52.7 55.4 57.6
12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 18.8 17.4 15.9 16.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.7 2.8 2.7 3.3
14 % EDUCATION 4.0 4.8 9.0 9.5
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 4.0 1.6 6.8 8.6
16 % FIN,INSIREAL EST. 1.9 1.6 1.9 2.6
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 14.8 17.1 19.7 19.2
18 X SECONDARY IND. 23.6 33.3 37.6 37.0
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 40 ?.9 38 41

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 10 16 18 16

21 X PRIMARY IND. 22.6 14.0 7.0 5.3
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 81.8 70.9 59.Q 51.4
23 N FARMS 3,643 2,463 1,624 1,189
24 ACRES HARVESTED 31,733 27,504 22,888 19,939
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 67,371 82,001 72,667 77,235

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,806 5,667 10,508 20,385
27 AD.) MED. FAM. INC. 9,681 15,981 23,643 23,239
28 X SOME CCLLEGE 11.7 11.7 16.2 25.3
29 % UNEMPLOYED 4.9 6.1 4.6 7.9
30 % FAMS. IN POVERTY 7,0.6 18.3 1).0 10.2
31 T FAMS. IN AFFIUENCF 15.5 13.9 21.7 21.7

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
i2 T HSES W. PLUmBG 54.3 6/.7 W.i 96.6
Ai INFANT MORTALITY 30.9 23.4 17.7 11.6
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 7.3 1.1 8.8 7.1
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.7 5.9 3.8 3.5
36 % OISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.4 14.3 16.7 19.3
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ROE MALE

1970

MILE

POPULATION DATA

WAYNE

MW ME

FEMALE NILE PENILE

BY ABE/BEX

1990

PALE FEMALE

2000

MBLE FEMALE N9LE

2020

FEMALEFENALE

00-04 3822 3632 3228 3126 3653 3489 3939 37154 4006 3126 Ma 4036
05-09 4497 4204 3506 3443 3289 3187 3760 3604 4173 4003 4173 OM
10-14 4383 4145 4130 3774 3507 3446 3373 3281 4193 4041 4297 4134
15-19 mie 3319 4137 3869 3875 3548 3344 3.304 3709 3592 4130 4017
20-24 2322 2863 3013 3224 3952 3712 3723 3435 3118 3077 3908 3815
25-29 2606 2791 3230 3404 3508 3705 4465 4223 3658 3672 4090 4019
30-34 2483 2363 3368 3530 MOO 3366 3705 3918 4452 4170 3755 3758
5-39 2259 2179 2851 2938 3468 3177 3.907 4723 4536 3901 39693296

40-44 2221 2181 2404 2262 2765 aso 3215 3410 3642 3915 4412 4195
45-49 2091 2227 2168 2123 2312 2195 2632 2759 2976 3242 4460 4372
50-54 1999 2192 2059 2086 2050 2043 2160 2088 2165 3158 3297 3630
55-59 2000 2000 1872 2060 1913 1986 1872 1911 2256 2401 2.574 2936
60-64 1596 1681 1671 1909 1682 1926 1682 1827 1743 1816 2348 2766
65-69 1150 1342 1527 1678 1418 1732 1394 1717 1377 1582 1676 2069
70-74 855 1132 1022 1355 1193 1453 1073 1462 1066 1389 1116 1392

75-79 607 981 641 918 '12 1093 802 1141 718 1152 716 1070
80-84 388 639 375 646 383 704 404 759 414 807 418 774

854 318 454 209 615 312 730 299 77! 338 89! 326 946

rpm: 79404 TOTAL: 84581 TOM: 87676 TOTAL: 91784 TOTAL: 104798 TOTAL : 109760

3010411: m,Y.S. Otaartmana of Commerce

Bureau of the Camas Nam Vor*

PREMED 81': Economic Drvelommmv4 and TechnIcal Assistance Canter

State University Cotlege, Plattsiwrqh, NON York 12901
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N Y S County Type 4: Rural Counties
Under Considerable Urban Influence
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CATTARAUCUS COMFY

The second most western county in upstate New York's South-
ern Tier and on the Southern Tier Expressway, Cattaraugus County
is above average in size among upstate New York rural counties.
Its population of 85,000 people is heavily rural, with 65.5 per-
cent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred people.
Less than one-sixth (15 percent) of its work force commute out-
side the county for employment.

Olean is its largest city, with a 198() population of just

over 18,200 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Cattaraugus County gained about 4,00(1

people, including a net of 5,300 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 4,400 households. Moreover,
between 1910 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
)y

The maaufacturing economic base is large though declining
slightly, with 30 percent of the 1980 work force' In manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Cattaraugus County had 20 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 55 plants which employed twenty or
m.:re pert-wits. Its agricultural base Is larger than average in

total products sold, even if declining slightly, with a 1980

1,ljusted value of over $52.2 million.

its service sector is large, with 61i percent t the 1980

work force engaged in service industries. This percentage 4

:;mal;er than the average for other upstate rural counties, but is

growing slowly.

The couoty has several colleges within its borders, but only
ihoot 24 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had

some college background In 1980. This percentage is somewhat

lowr than 1H average for other comparable upstate rural coun-
ties.

The onemployment rate In 1980 was 8.6 percent, exactly .ive -t

age among upstate counties. Cattaraugus Couoty had a high pov-
erty rate (16 percent), and an average rate of marital disruption

tf2 percent).
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COUNTY: CATTARAUGUS
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1963 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 MCPULATION 77,901 81,187 81,666 85,697
2 POP DENSITY 59 61 62 65
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 22.151 23,628 24,878 29,280
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 41,239 38.971 38,710 44,081
5 PERCENT 21-65 52.9 48.6 47.4 51.4
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.0 11.6 11.5 12.6
7 % NONWHITE 1.7 2.0 2.4 3.0

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 28,900 28,881 29,184 34,218
9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 70.1 74.1 75.4 77.6
10 % FEMALES WORKING 26.2 32.1 37.3 42.1
II Z TERTIARY IND. 54.5 58.1 62.4 64.0
12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.8 16.2 17.4 18.9
13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 2.7 2.9 4.0 3.9
14 1 EDUCATION 4.5 7.0 9.1 10.2
15 t HEALTH SERVICE 4.1 4.1 7.3 9.1
16 % FIN.INSIREAL EST. 1.9 2.4 2.1 2.7
17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 15.9 18.3 18.9 18.3
18 1 SFCCNDARY IND. 30.8 32.5 31.6 33.4
19 N MFG., 21+ EMPLS. 58 46 55 55
2) N MFG., 130* EMPLS. 17 16 20 20
21 1 PRIMARY IND. 14.7 9.3 6.a 5.6
22 % LAND IN AGPIC. 61.1 46.2 35.0 31.8
23 N FARMS 3,508 2,254 1,475 1,262
24 ACRES HARVFSTFO 53,665 38,947 29,505 26,808
75 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 52,510 52,831 53,584 52,260

SCCIOECONUMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,963 5,315 84.506 16,891
21 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,222 14,988 19,139 19,256
28 t SOME COLLEGE 13.0 13.0 18.6 24.4
29 % UNEMPLOYED 5.0 5.5 5.9 8.6
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 27.3 18.5 14.8 15.6
31 % FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 16.1 10.5 11.7 12.9

PFPSONAL wrLL-BE INr,
32 % HSES W. PLUM6G 75.1 70.6 96.2 97.1
33 INFANT MOPTALITY Z9.I 21.0 14.7 10.4
44 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.8 15.0 3.1 10.5

HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 0.0 3.7 1.2 3.5
T DISRUPTED MA "RGS. 12.8 16.1 20.4 21.9
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MOORED IT: Economic Development and Technical Assistance Center

State University Colley, Plittgoarth, Mee York 12101
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CHMITAIIQUA COMITY

The ernmost county in upstate New York's Southern Tier
and located on the Southern Tier Expressway, Chautauqua County is
above averag in size among upstate New York rural counties. Its
population oL nearly 147,000 people is more urban than rural,
with 53.2 percent living in places of more than twenty-five hun-
dred,people. Less than one-twentieth (3.2 percent) of its work
force commute outside the county for employment.

Jamestown is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
nearly 35,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Chautauqua County lost about 400 peo-
ple, but gained a net of 4,700 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 5,200 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
I,: 5,000.

The manufacturing economic base is large but declining
slightly, with 31 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Chautauqua County had 44 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 106 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, and increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value
of over $83.2 million.

%

Its service sector is large, with over 64 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is smaller than the average for other upstate rural counties,
but is growing slowly.

Chautauqua County has several colleges within its borders,
and 26 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is lower than the
average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

The county had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 7.4 percent,
below the average of other upstate counties. It had an average
poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of marital disrup-
tion (21.5 percent).
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COUNTY: CHAUTAUQUA
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 135,189 145,377 147,305 146,925
2 POP DENSITY 125 134 136 136

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 41,483 45,751 47,685 52,817

4 2165 AGE GROUP 74,27T 73,125 72,032 76,724

5 PERCENT 21-65 54.9 50.3 48.9 52.2

6 PERCENT 65+ 11.3 12.2 12.4 14.2

7 Z NONWHITE 0.6 1.0 1.4 2.8

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 54,393 53,925 55,616 60,591

9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 73.2 13.7 77.2 79.0

10 X FEMALES WORKING 28.2 31.6 36.8 41.2

11 $ TERTIARY IND. 49.1 52.1 61.9 64.1

12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 17.7 16.8 18.9 20.4
13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 2.4 2.5 3.1 4.0

14 X EDUCATION 3.8 5.8 8.9 10.6

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.5 2.3 5.4 74.2

16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.0 2.8 3.5 3.2

17 % MANAG.- PROFESS. 15.8 17.1 18.6 19.1

18 X SECONDARY IND. 40.4 40.5 33.1 30.8

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 129 11T 112 106

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 56 47 44 44

21 X PRIMARY IND. 10.5 6.9 5.1 5.1

22 1 LAND IN AGRIC. 72.3 62.2 46.6 46.3
23 N FARMS 5,336 3,784 2,392 2,220

24 ACRES HARVESTED 50,118 43,117 32,303 32,095

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 68,068 75,432 81,751 83,237

SOCIOECOW,MIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 3,142 5,626 8,838 17,561

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,840 15,865 19,886 20,020

28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.1 12.1 18.3 26.4

29 1 UNEMPLOYED 4.5 5.8 4.2 7.4

30 1 FAMS. IN POVERTY 22.7 17.1 14.7 13.7

31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 16.4 10.6 13.5 15.7

PERSONAL HELL -BEING
32 1 HSES W. PLUMBG 80.1 76.5 97.6 97.6

33 INFANT MORTALITY 29.6 22.2 17.0 9.6

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 16.3 11.0 15.6 9.5

35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 1.7 1.4 0.0 3.4

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.3 15.3 19.2 21.5
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POPULATION DATA BY ABEISEX

CHAUTAUDISA

1970 1980 1515 1990 EON

FORE NU i#1rRE IRE FORE 210E FORE 167,E MAE WE
5756 MO 4414 991 511 4733 4551 4461
AVE SIM 5t4 1554 6148 4903 4512
7177 8154 AR 61 4911 4791 5091 5E19 ON
71E5 Ma 4810 4715
15I5 NW 4298 4699
4141 4457 4693
MIS 4751 1416 1591 665 6615 1915177 4471
7104 R86 6841 4776
WO RR RR 5396
4025 3411 37fk3 390 3ID8 3891 4147 6110 5741 7143
4211 31511 154 3101 31733 3576 3371 1872 5034 6907
4123 Da 4143 MU
3110 3474 4144 3 i 4004 1163 3949 2984 3419 4485
MU 3009 3212 3149
2130 RR 2171
2174 1511 EMI 1660
1484 IBE 8164 1185
1048 670 1149VA

14730 Mills 146925 Mills 147074 *MU 149430 MYRA 154519 TOTALt
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MOM Eft bonnie Dos Ism* aal faisitel Asada= Oster
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=MG COUNTY

A central county in upstate New York's Southern Tier and on
the Southern Tier Expressway, Chemung County is above average in
size among rural counties. Its population of 97,600 people is
heavily urban, with 82.9 percent living in places of more than
twenty-five hundred people. Less than one-tenth (9.9 percent) of
its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Elmira is its largest city, with a 1980 population of over
35,300 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Chemung County lost 4,005 people, but
gained a net of 2,500 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 3,300 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
1,300.

The manufacturing economic base is large, even if declining
slightly, with 30 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Chemung County had 31 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 55 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than average in
total products sold; and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of $14.3 million.

Its service sector is large, with about 69 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industri: This percentage
is about average for other upstate count-1,,, and is growing
slowly.

About 28 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
below average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Chemung County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 9.5 per-
cent, above the average of other upstate counties. It also had
a slightly below-average poverty rate (13 percent), and an aver-
age rate of marital disruption (22 percent).

293



287

COUNTY: CHEMUNG
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 86,827 98,706 101,537 97,656
2 POP DENSITY 210 238 245 236
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 25,577 29,335 31,230 34,521
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 48,629 49,156 49,144 51,729
5 PERCENT 21 65 56.0 49.8 48.4 53.0
6 PERCENT 65+. 9.6 10.6 10.8 12.8
7 X NONWHITE 2.2 2.7 3.6 5.1

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 33,292 35,483 37,470 38,790
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 68.5 72.2 76.2 75.0
10 X FEMALES WORKING 31.0 34.1 38.5 42.6
11 TERTIARY IND. 56.0 57.8 65.5 68.7
12 RETAIL, WHOLES. 20.5 17.8 20.3 21.5
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.0 4.2 4.7 5.3
14 X EDUCATION 3.0 5.0 7.2 9.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.8 3.1 6.0 10.0
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.4 3.0 3.0 3.4
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 18.5 19.2 23.2 22.5
18 X SECONDARY IND. 39.9 40.0 33.0 29.6
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 47 47 56 55
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 20 25 29 31
21 X PRIMARY IND. 4.0 2.2 1.6 1.6
22 $ LAND IN AGRIC. 59.0 43.2 34.0 28.3
23 N FARMS 1,280 747 432 367
24 ACRES HARVESTED 15,649 11,458 9,018 7,506
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 20,309 15,166 16,703 14,299

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 3,270 5,758 9,376 18,040
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,282 16,238 21,096 20,566
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.1 12.1 20.2 27.6
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.8 5.4 3.7 9.5
30 X FARS. IN POVERTY 21.4 15.0 13.0 13.0
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 19.8 11.7 16.5 17.2

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 79.1 80.6 97.6 98.2
33 INFANT MORTALITY 21.9 23.1 23.3 10.5
34 SUICIDES PEP. CAP. 9.2 20.3 13.8 11.3
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.2 1. 1.0 3.1
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.9 16.7 20.4 22.3
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CLINTON coon

The most northeastern county in New York, located on Inter-
state 87 to the Canadian border and on the western shores of Lake
Champlain, Clinton County is above average in size among upstate
rural counties. Its population of 80,700 people is heavily
rural, with 61.9 percent living in places of less than twenty-
five hundred people. Less than one-twentieth (3.0 percent) of
its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Plattsburgh is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
just over 21,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Clinton County gained 7,800 people,
including a net of 8,600 adults between twenty -one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 5,700 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
6,000.

The manufacturing economic base is small though increasing
slightly, with only 17 percent of the 1980 work force in manu-
facturing. In 1980, Clinton County had 7 plants which employed a
hurdred or more persons, and 25 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total
products sold but declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value
of $44.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with nearly 79 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is larger than the average among upstate rural counties, and is
growing very slowly.

Clinton County has one state college within its borders; 30
percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some col-
lege background in 1980. This percentage is about average among
comparable upstate rural counties.

Clinton County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 10.8 per-
cent, well above the averare of other upstate counties. It also
had a slightly above average poverty rate (15 percent), but a
below average rate of marital disruption (20 percent).
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COUNTY: CLINTON
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 53,622 72,722 72,934 80,750

2 POP DENSITY 51 69 69 76

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13,009 17,807 19,168 24,896
4 21.-.65 AGE GROUP 27,453 36,579 35,308 43,686

5 PERCENT 21.-65 51.2 50.3 48.0 54.1

6 PERCENT 65+ 8.7 7.1 7.5 8.6

7 X NONWHITE 1.6 3.8 3.7 4.4

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 16,305 18,614 21,286 27,199
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 59.4 50.9 60.8 62.3

10 X FEMALES WORKING 25.4 33.4 39.5 42.7

11 X TERTIARY IND. 60.1 70.4 78.6 78.8

12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.2 18.8 19.2 21.5

13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 5.6 8.7 9.3 11.1

14 X EDUCATION 6.2 8.4 15.4 14.3

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 5.6 5.7 7.9 8.1

16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.6 2.7 2.4 2.7

17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 15.7 19.5 21.5 21.9

18 X SECONDARY IND. 19.2 18.6 15.1 16.6

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 19 23 20 25

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 6 7 5 7

21 X PRIMARY IND. 20.7 11.1 6.3 4.6

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 59.1 48.4 35.9 30o1

23 N FARMS 29275 1,494 917 681

24 ACRES HARVESTED 39,981 32,742 24,286 20,768

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 36,236 38,344 46,354 44,545

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,829 5,165 8,258 16,386

27 ADJ MED. FAH. INC. 9,760 14,565 18,581 18,680

28 X SOME COLLEGE 11.9 11.9 18.9 29.9

29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.9 11.2 6.6 10.8

30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 31.8 21.6 14.9 14.7

31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.0 10.5 14.1 13.6

PERSONAL WELLBEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 56.0 71.1 93.7 96.5

33 INFANT MORTALITY 26.6 23.8 11.2 9.9

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 9.3 6.9 4.1 6.2

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 O., 3.7

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.7 12.9 19.6 19.7
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=SIAM COUNTY

Located just south of Syracuse and north of Binghamton on
Interstate 81 in the heart of upstate New York, Cortland County
is much smaller than average for upstate rural counties. Its

population of 49,000 people is about evenly split between rural
and urban; with 48.7 percent living in places df more than
twenty-five hundred people. Less than one-seventh (12.9 percent)
of its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Its largest center is the city of Cortland, with a 1980
population of just over 20,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Cortland County gained
including a net of 3,000 adults between twenty-one
years of age, and gained over 2,500 households.
tvieen 1970 and 1980 the number of jabs held by its

3,000 people,
and sixty-five
Moreover, be-
people grew by

The manufacturing economic base is large although declining

slightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Cortland County had 13 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 24 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total
products sold, and increasing slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of over $44.1 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 65 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is smaller than the average for other upstate rural counties,
but is growing slowly.

A state college is located in the county, and 30 percent of

residents over twenty-five years of age had some college back-
ground in 1980. This percentage is about 06rage for other com-
parable upstate rural counties.

The county had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 8.7 percent,
about average for other comparable counties. It had an average
poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of marital disrup-

tion (22 percent).
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COUNTY: CORTLAND
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE

DEMCGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 37,158 41,11!, 45,894 48,820
2 POP DENSITY 74 82 91 9T
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 10,761 11,888 13,773 16,324
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 19,509 19,734 21,983 24,982
5 PERCENT 21 -65 52.5 48.0 47.9 51.2
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.8 10.9 10.1 11.1
7 X NCNWHITE 0.2 0.2 9.5 1.1

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 14,329 15,860 17,558 20,252
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 73.4 80.4 79.9 81.1
10 X FEMALES WORKING 30.1 36.5 40.4 45.4
11 X TERTIARY IND. 47.9 53.4 61.9 64.5
12 t RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.5 16.5 15.7 18.5
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.3 2.5 3.6 3.9
14 X EDUCATION 4.5 8.0 13.3 14.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.4 1.7 3.9 5.4
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.8 2.4 2.6 2.8
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 15.5 17.0 20.4 21.1
18 X SECONDARY IND. 36.2 36.6 31.2 29.3
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 39 33 32 24
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 15 15 19 13

21 X PRIMARY IND. 15.9 10.1 6.9 6.2
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 74.4 73.7 55.2 55.9
23 N FARMS 1,414 1,117 726 619
24 ACRES HARVESTED 24,014 23,788 17,817 18,043
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 39,024 43,940 42,903 44,156

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,805 5,505 9,142 17,006
27 ADJ WED. FAM. INC. 9,677 15,524 20,570 19,387
28 X SOME COLLEGE 14.6 14.6 21.9 29.7
29 X UNEMPLOYED 3.7 6.2 4.2 8.7
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 30.3 18.0 13.4 14.0
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 15.4 11.8 16.0 13.2

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUM8G 74.9 76.5 97.0 97.6
33 INFANT MORTALITY 33.7 27.8 18.5 9.4
.34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.5 14.6 8.7 10.2
35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 5.4 0.0 0.0 2.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.0 16.6 20.0 22.0
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JTIFITRSIal COMM

Located on the easternmost shores of Lake Ontario, along
Interstate 81 and extending to the beautiful Thousand Islands and
the St. Lawrence Seaway and Canada, Jefferson County is an aver-
age-sized rural county. Its population of 88,100 people is
highly rural, with 64.3 percent living in places of lees than
twenty-five hundred people. Less than one-twentieth (3.1 per-
cent) of its work force commute outside the county for employ-
ment.

Watertown is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
over 27,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Jefferson County lost about 350 peo-
ple, but gained 3,600 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 3,300 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 800.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining
slightly, with 22 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Jefferson County had 11 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 32 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is much larger than average
in total products sold and is relatively stable, with a 1980
adjusted value of over $77.1 million.

Jefferson County's service sector is large, with about 71
percent of the 1980 work force engaged in service industries.
This percentage is average for other upstate rural counties, and
is growing very slowly.

but 25 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
lower than the average for other comparable upstate rural coun-
ties.

Jefferson County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 11.6 per-
cent, well above average for other upstate counties. The county
had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent), and an above -
average rate of marital disruption (22 percent).

305
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COUNTY: JEFFERSON
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 85,521 87.835 88,508 88, 151

2 POP DENSITY 66 68 68 68

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 25,061 26,155 27,435 30,792

4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 43.811 42,249 41,510 45.102

5 PERCENT 21 -65 51.2 48.1 46.9 51.2

6 PERCENT 65+ 11.8 12.4 12.4 13.1

7 % NONWHITE 0.2 0.4 0.5 1.2

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 29,896 30,214 31,753 32,588

9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 68.2 71.5 76.5 72.3

10 Z FEMALES WORKING 27.3 32.9 37.6 41.1

11 $ TERTIARY IND. 62.7 65.0 70.1 70.6

12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 24.2 19.6 19.1 19.1

3.3 % PUBL. ADMIN. 3.7 4.9 6.5 7.6

Ilk X EDUCATION 3.7 5.5 8.3 9.4

15 % HEALTH SERVICE 3.4 3.0 7.0 9.2

16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 3.2 4.2 4.3 4.2

17 2 MANAG.PROFESS. 18.2 19.3 20.6 19.5

18 X SECONDARY IND. 21.5 23.8 23.0 22.4

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 40 32 36 32

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 15 12 13 11

21 X PRIMARY IND. 15.8 11.2 6.9 7.1

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 70.8 62.3 49.2 46.8

23 N FARMS 3,440 2,390 1,633 1,319

24 ACRES HARVESTED 58,978 51.897 40.984 38,985

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 65.758 72.833 77,851 77,171

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED, FAA,. INCOME 2,859 5,261 8,696 16,295

27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,864 14,836 19,566 18.576

28 X SOME COLLEGE 11.3 11.3 18.0 24.5

29 1 UNEMPLOYED 8.3 8.5 4.8 11.6

30 1 FAMS. IN POVERTY 30.7 20.6 15.1 15.9

31 1 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 15.4 10.3 13.0 13.4

PEPSONAL WELL -BEING
32 1 HSES W. PLUMBG 63.3 64.4 94.9 96.6

33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.1 22.9 19.1 11.9

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 19.9 17.1 18.1 9.1

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.1 17.5 18.9 22.3
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OTSEGO COMITY

Located about halfway between Albany and Binghamton on
Interstate 88 and with Cherry Valley running through it, Otsego
County is below average in size among upstate rural counties.
Its population of 59,000 people is heaviVpirural, with 74.7 per-
cent living in places of less than twee five hundred people.
Less than one-fifth (18.0 percent) of its work force commute
outside the county for employment.

Oneonta is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just

below 15,000 people. Historic Cooperstown, on the southern shore
of Otsego Lake, lies near the center of the county.

Between 1970 and 1980 Otsego County gained 2,900 people,
including 3,200 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of

age, and gained 2,500 households. Moreover, between 1970 and
1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 2,700.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining
slightly, with only 16 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac-

turing. In 1980, Otsego County had only 5 plants which employed
a hundred or more persons, and 18 which employed twenty or more.
Its agricultural base is larger than average in total products

sold but is declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of

over $61.4 million.

Its service sector is large, with about 76 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is somewhat higher than the average for upstate rural counties,
and is growing slowly.

Otsego County has several colleges within its borders, and

about 32 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is higher than the
average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Otsego County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 7.7 per-

cent, slightly below the average for other upstate counties. It

had a poverty rate of 15 percent, and a marital disruption rate
of 22 percent, both very slightly above average for comparable
counties.
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COUNTY: OTSEGO
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 501763 51,942 56,181 59,075
2 POP DENSITY 50 51 55 58
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 15,133 15,487 16,785 20,228
4 21.'65 AGE GROUP 26,684 24,880 26,630 29,822
5 PERCENT 21-65 52.6 47.9 47.4 50.5
6 PERCENT 65+ 13.0 13.6 I2.7 14.4
7 X NONWHITE 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.4

INDUSTPY
8 N EMPLOYED 19,609 19,193 20,728 23,438
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 73.5 77.1 77.8 78.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 28.3 34.7 40.7 45.1
11 X TERTIARY IND. 63.3 64.1 T3.8 75.8
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 17.5 18.5 18.3 19.7
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.T 2.7 3.6 3.6
14 X EDUCATION 5.7 8.5 16.9 15.7
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 4.1 4.2 6.9 10.7
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.3 2.5 2.5 4.1
17 X MANAGe-PROFESS. 16.3 18.2 22.6 21.5
18 X SECONDARY IND. 13.1 19.4 ITO 16.2
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 25 19 IT 18
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 5 3 3 5
21 X PRIMARY IND. 23.6 16.5 9.2 8.0
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 73.8 70.5 50.2 46.0
23 N FARMS 3,261 2,391 1,427 1,166
24 ACRES HARVESTED 48,246 46,089 32,818 30,072
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 66,232 70,132 69,261 61,439

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,754 4,891 8,674 16,230
27 A041 MED. FAN. INC. 9,501 13,793 I9,517 18,502
28 X SOME COLLEGE 15.8 15.8 23.4 31.6
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.3 5.2 5.0 7.7
37 X FANS. IN POVERTY 31.7 25.3 14.5 14.5
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 13.9 8.7 14.6 12.7

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES We PLUM G 69.6 69.7 95.9 97.0
33 INFANT NORTALI Y

)111I34 SUICIDES PER C P.
27.1
21.7

20.4
T.T

16.9
16.P

9.9
10.2

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.8 17.3 20.7 22.2
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ST. LMINSICE COMITY

Located on the southwestern shores of the St. Lawrence Sea-
.

way, and one of upstate New York's three northernmost counties,
St. Lawrence County is above averagi in size among rural coun-

ties. Its population of 114,250 people is morejrural than urban,

with 58.7 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hun-

dred people. Less than one-twentieth (2.9 percent) of its work

force commute outside the county for employment.

Massone is the county's largest place, with a 1980 popula-

tion of 12,600 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 St. Lawrence County gained 2,200 peo-

ple, including 5,700 adults between twenty-one and sixty -five

years of age, and gained 5,500 households. Moreover, between

1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by about

3,300.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining
slightly, with only 18 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac-

turing. In 1980, St. Lawrence County had 15 plants which employ-

ed a hundred or more persons, and 34 plants which employed twenty

or more persons. Its agricultural base is such larger than aver-

age in total products sold, even if slightly declining, with a

1980 adjusted value of $77 million.

Its service sector is large, with 74 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is

slightly above the average for other upstate rural counties, and

is growing slowly.

St. Lawrence County has several colleges within its borders,

and about 28 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age

had some college background in 1980. This percentage is average

for comparable upstate rural counties.

The county had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 11 percent,

well above the average of other upstate counties. It had a very

high poverty rate (18 percent), but an average rate of marital

disruption (21 percent).

313
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COUNTY: ST. LAWRENCE
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1983

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 98,897 111,239 111,991 114,254
2 POP DENSITY 36 41 41 42
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 25.520 28,958 30,354 35,801
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 48.929 51,837 51,101 56,874
5 PERCENT 21-65 49.5 46.6 45.5 49.8
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.1 9.6 9.8 10.7

--- 7 X NONWHITE 0.2 0.3 0.6 1.1

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 32,359 33,470 35.790 39,119
9 $ EMPLOYED 21-65 66.1 64.6 70.0 68.8
10 $ FEMALES WORKING 24.1 30.4 34.7 41.6
11 $ TERTIARY IND. 49.8 62.5 70.3 74.3
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.4 17.2 16.2 18.9
13 $ PUBL. ADMIN. 2.9 3.2 3.8 4.9
14 $ EDUCATION 5.3 10.4 16.8 19.3

15 $ HEALTH SERVICE 4.4 4.2 7.7 10.8
16 $ FIN.INS.REAL EST. 1.4 2.1 2.5 2.8
17 $ MANAG.- PROFESS. 14.9 18.3 23.1 21.5

18 $ SECONDARY IND. 25.5 21.7 19.8 18.1

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 40 31 40 34
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 16 12 16 15

21 .X PRIMARY IND. 24.7 15.8 9.9 7.6
22 g LAND IN AGRIC. 50.0 40.6 30.7 28.2
23 N FARMS 5,091 3,426 2,190 1,834
24 ACRES HARVESTED 87,656 71,177 53,821 49,438
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 78,640 71,368 80,244 77,042

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,769 5,421 8,667 16,540

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 9,553 15,287 (.; 19,501 18,856
28 X SOME COLLEGE 14.1 14.1 21.2 27.7
29 $ UNEMPLOYED 5.5 12.8 5.7 11.0
30 $ FANS. IN POVERTY 31.9 21.3 15.2 17.7

31 $ FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.0 12.2 13.7 14.7

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 51.8 62.2 94.1 96.1

33 INFANT MORTALITY 35.0 28.8 19.3 1069
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.1 11.7 .1.1 0.5
35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 2.0 1.8 i 1.8 1.8

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.0 15.1 (20.0 21.4
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SMIIEM COMM

Located in the center of upstate New York's Southern Tier on
the Southern Tier Expressway, Steuben County is above average in

size among upstate rural counties. Its population of nearly
100,000 people is heavily rural, with 67.8 percent living in
places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Less than one -

eighth (11.4 percent) of its work force commute outside the
county for employment.

Corning, on its eastern border, is its largest place, with a
1980 population of nearly 13,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Steuben County lost about 250 people,
but gained a net of over 4,200 adults between twenty-one and

sixty-five years of age, and gained 4,400 households. Moreover,

between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew

by about 2,700.

The manufacturing economic base is large and increasing
slightly, with 35 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Steuben County had 21 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 41 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is such larger than average
in total products sold, but is declining slightly, with a 1980

adjusted value of over $69.4 million.

Its service sector is large, with about 60 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage,

however, is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate

rural counties, and is unchanging.

About 27 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had

some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
below average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Steuben County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 8.2 per-

cent, about average for other upstate counties. It also had a
slightly below-average poverty rate (13 percent), and an average

rate of marital disruption (21 percent).

317



COUNTY: STEUBEN
COUNTY TYPE: 4

311

TABLE T1 TLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 91,439 97,691 99,546 99,217
2 POP DENSITY 65 70 71 71
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 26,165 28,598 30,751 35,150
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 48,844 47,185 47,882 52,159
5 PERCENT 21-65 53.4 48.3 48.1 52.6
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.7 11.9 11.5 12.8
7 X NONWHITE 0.6 0.8 1.1 1.7

I NDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 32,700 35,063 36,595 39,324
9 % EMPLOYED 21 -65 66.9 74.3 76.4 75.4
10 X FEMALES WORK I NG 25.8 33.2 37.2 42.0
11 X TERTIARY I NO. 53.8 55.2 60.2 59.6
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.6 14.1 16.1 16.4
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.8 2.6 3.4 4.2
14 X EDUCATION 3.4 5.6 8.8 9.9
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 4.2 4.0 6.0 8.5
16 X FIN, INS, REAL EST. 1.6 1.7 2.2 2.6
17 X MANAG .PROFE SS . 16.3 19.1 21.8 20.6
18 X SECONDARY IND. 32.4 36.7 33.9 35.1

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 42 : 40 43 41
20 N MFG. 1 100+ EMPLS. 15 17 24 21

21 X PRIMARY IND. 13.8 8.0 5.9 5.3

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 70.2 63.0 50.6 47.6
23 N FARMS 3,833 2,704 1,799 1,549
24 ACRES HARVESTED 62,992 56,531 45,404 42,712
25 ADJ. MKT VAL. AG. 59,175 65,756 71,357 69,485

SOC I OECONOMI C
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,991 5,607 9,082 17,835
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,319 15,812 20,435 20,332
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.0 12.0 20.2 26.6
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.1 4.6 4.0 8.2
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 27.1 17.9 13.2 12.9
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 15.0 11.6 15.9 16.8

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 68.0 70.6 95.8 97.0
33 INF ANT MORTALITY 21.6 25.5 19.0 10.5
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.1 10.2 9.0 12.1

35 HOM IC IDES PEP CAP 1.1 1.0 2.0 6.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS . 14.0 16.7 20.1 21.5
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TOMPIUMIS COMITY

Located on the southern shores of Cayuga Lake in central
upstate New York, Tompkins County is an average -sired upstate
rural county. Its population of over 87,000 people is almost
evenly split between urban and rural, with 49.3 percent living in
places of more than twenty-five hundred people. Lege than one-
tenth (6.0 percent) of its work force commute outside the county
for employment.

Ithaca is its largest city, with a 1980 population of just
over 28,700 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Tompkins County gained 10,000 people,
including a net of 9,500 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained over 6,800 households. Moreover, be-
tween 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
9,200.

The manufacturing econbmic base is small though stable, with
only 14 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In

1980, Tompkins County bad 7 plants which employed a hundred or
more persons, and 17 plants which employed twenty or more. Its

agricultural base is about average in total products sold, and
increasing slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $39.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with 83 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
much larger than the average for other upstate rural counties,
and is unchanging.

Tompkins County has several colleges within its borders, and
51 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some
college background in 1980. This percentage is higher than the
average for comparable upstate counties.

The county's unemployment rate in 1980 was 4.7 percent, well
below the average of other upstate counties. The county showed a
relatively low poverty rate (11.7 percent), and an average rate
of marital disruption (21 percent).

221
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COUNTY: TOMPKINS
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 59,122 66,164 76,879 87,085
2 POP DENSITY 123 137 160 181
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 15,517 18,771 22,614 29,548
4 21..65 AGE GROUP 31,746 32,817 38,763 48,276
5 PERCENT 21.-65 53.7 49.6 50.3 55.4
6 PERCENT 65+ 8.7 8.4 7.5 8.3
7 X NONWHITE 2.0 2.5 4.0 6.2

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 21,032 25,458 30,983 40,222
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 66.3 77.6 79.9 83.3
10 X FEMALES WORKING 34.0 35.9 41.6 45.8
11 $ TERTIARY IND. 72.7 77.3 82.7 82.8
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.9 12.5 12.9 16.7
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.2 3.1 3.5 2.3
14 X EDUCATION 21.5 27.0 33.6 37.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 3.7 1.6 3.9 5.2

16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.1 2.4 3.1 3.5
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 28.4 32.1 37.0 32.3
18 X SECONDARY IND. 17.4 16.3 13.5 14.0
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 17 14 18 17
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 7 8 7 7

21 X PRIMARY IND. 10.0 6.4 3.8 3.2

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 64.2 51.8 43.8 39.9
23 N FARMS 1,662 1,035 669 598
24 ACRES HARVESTED 19,790 15,968 13,502 12.299
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 27,785 29,328 36,717 39,557

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 3,216 6,233 10,247 18,790
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,095 17,577 23,056 21,421
28 X SOME COLLEGE 29.5 29.5 40.4 51.3
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.1 3.5 3.4 4.7
30 Z FAMS. IN POVERTY 24.4 14.3 10.1 11.7
31 X FARS. IN AFFLUENCE 21.3 18.8 23.8 21.4

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 74.5 74.3 97.2 97.1

33 INFANT MORTALITY 21.7 18.4 13.8 10.4
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 11.8 15.1 16.9 9.2

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.0 14.4 17.6 21.0
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ULSTER COMM

Located on the eastern banks of the Hudson River along the
Thruway and extending into the Catskills, Ulster County is above
average in size among upstate rural counties. Its population of
158,000 people is heavily rural, with 65.2 percent living in
places of less than twenty -five hundred people. Less than one-
fifth (18.5 percent) of its work force commute outside the county
for employment.

Kingston is its largest city, with a 1980 population of
24,400 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Ulster County gained nearly 17,000
people, including a net of 16,700 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 12,300 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people
grew by 14,500.

The manufacturing economic base is moderate though declining
slightly, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Ulster County had 16 plants which employed a hun-
dred or more persons, and 59 plants which employed twenty or wore
persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total pro-
ducts sold, though declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value
of $42.8 million.

Its service sector is large, with 71 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
about average for upstate rural counties, and is growing very
slowly.

About 32 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
above average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Ulster County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 7.7 per-
cent, average for other upstate counties. It had an average
poverty rate (13 percent), and an average rate of marital dis-
ruption (22 percent).
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COUNTY: ULSTER
COUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 92,621 118,804 141,241 158,158
2 POP DENSITY 81 104 124 139
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 27,814 36,067 43,533 55,862
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 51,495 61,184 69,914 86,627
5 PERCENT 21 -65 55.6 51.5 49.5 54.8
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.9 12.1 11.7 13.0
7 X NCNWHITE 2.6 3.5 4.2 5.6

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 35,422 439521 52,365 66,822
9 $ EMPLOYED 21-65 68.8 71.1 74.9 77.1
10 X FEMALES WORKING 29.5 32.2 36.4 41.7
11 $ TERTIARY IND. 61.4 61.0 69.6 71.2
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 17.3 16.6 17.8 19.9
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.8 3.7 4.0 5.1
14 X EDUCATION 3.6 5.9 10.3 10.3
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.8 2.5 4.7 6.4
16 $ FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.2 2.8 3.9 4.4
17 X MANAG. - PROFESS. 18.6 25.0 29.2 25.0
18 X SECONDARY IND. 27.7 33.8 27.8 26.4
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 76 83 71 59
20 N MFG., 100+ ENPLS. 20 20 15 16
21 X PRIMARY IND. 10.9 5.2 2.7 2.4
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 31.1 22.1 12.5 12.0
23 N FARMS 2,552 1,460 761 561
24 ACRES HARVESTED 22,671 16,111 9,112 8,748
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 46,670 47,321 449331 42,856

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 2,825 5,746 9,813 18,752
27 ADJ MED. FAA. INC. 99746 16,204 22,379 21,377
28 X SOME COLLEGE 9.3 9.3 22.8 31.8
29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.8 5.9 3.6 7.7
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 31.0 17.4 13.7 12.8
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 15.7 13.5 20.4 20.8

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 66.6 74.1 97.0 97.3
33 INFANT MORTALITY 30.0 20.9 19.7 13.8
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 23.8 11.8 6.4 10.7
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 3.2 1.7 4.2 5.1
36 $ DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.5 15.3 19.5 22.5
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BMW LOOM

Located on the western shores of Lake George on Interstate
87 in the eastern Adirondacks, Warren County is smaller than
average among upstate rural counties. Its population of over
54,800 people is more urban than rural, with 57.7 percent living
in places of more than twenty-five hundred people. Less than
one-fifth (17.2 percent) of its work force commute outside the
county for employment.

Glens Falls is its largest city, with a 1983 population of
just less than 15,900 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Warren County gained 5,400 people,
including 4,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of
age, and gained 4,000 households. Moreover, between 1970 and
1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 3,500.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining
slightly, with 22 percent of the 1980 work force in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, Warren County had 12 plants which employed a hun-
dred or more persons, and 27 plants which employed twenty or more
persons. Its agricultural base is much smaller than average in
total products sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of just over $900,000.

Its service sector is large, with 77 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat larger than the average for other upstate rural coun-
ties, and is growing slowly.

About 31 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is higher
than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Warren County had a relatively high unemployment rate in

1980 (11 percent), well above the average of other upstate coun-
ties. It had an average poverty rate (14 percent), and a slight-
ly above average rate of marital disruption (22.8 percent).
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COUNTY: WARP EN
CCUNTY TYPE: 4

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 39,205 44,002 49,402 54,854
2 POP DENSITY 44 50 56 62
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 11,711 13,466 15,394 19,420
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 21,300 21,869 23,713 28,515
5 PERCENT 21 -65 54.3 49.7 48.0 52.0
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.8 12.2 11.7 13.2
7 X NONWHITE 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.0

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 14,401 15,855 17,467 21,039
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 67.6 72.5 73.7 73.8
10 X FEMALES WORKING 29.9 35.2 37.4 43.0
11 X TERTIARY IND. 68.0 69.7 74.3 77.1
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 20.7 19.3 19.9 22.0
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.3 3.8 5.7 5.8
14 X EDUCOTION 3.6 6.1 7.8 10.3
15 1 HEALTH SERVICE 3.5 2.4 5.4 8.8
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 5.7 5.6 5.6 6.1
17 X MANAG.-..PROFESS. 23.6 25.2 24.6 25.5
18 X SECONDARY IND. 27.2 28.0 24.1 21.5
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 32 27 26 27
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 12 11 9 12
21 X PRIMARY IND. 4.8 2.4 1.9 1.4
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 13.0 6.8 1.9 1.8
23 N FARMS 547 247 58 66
24 ACRES HARVESTED 7,340 3,839 1,073 1,016
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 3,299 1,752 1,092 915

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOPE 2,826 5,356 8,770 16,928
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 9,750 15,104 19,733 19,298
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.3 12.3 23.0 31.4
29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.5 6.7 5.4 11.0
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 29.4 20.3 14.7 13.8
31 1 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 15.0 12.5 16.7 16.1

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 69.5 75.3 94.0 96.9
33 INFANT MORTALITY 39.8 27.3 25.4 14.2
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.8 9.1 0.0 21.9
35 HOMICIDES PE° CAP. 0.0 4.0 8.1 1.8
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.0 18.0 20.8 22.8
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N Y S County Type 5: Rural Counties
Under Moderate Urban Influence
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COLUMBIA COMM

Located on the rural and hilly eastern banks of the Hudson
River just south of Albany along the Taconic Parkway, Columbia
County is below average in size among upstate rural counties.
Its population of nearly 60,000 people is heavily rural, with
86.6 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred
people. Almost one-quarter (23.5 percent) of its work force
commute outside the county for employment.

Hudson is its largest place, with a 1980 population of near-
ly 8,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Columbia County gained 8,000 people,
including a net of 5,900 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained.5,000 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
5,400.

The manufacturing economic base is small and declining, with
only 20 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In
1980, Columbia County had 9 plants which employed a hundred or
more persons, and 31 plants which employed twenty or more per-
sons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in total
products sold, although declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of over $51.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 74 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is somewhat larger than the average for upstate rural counties,
and growing.

Twenty-eight percent of people over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is average
among comparable upstate rural counties.

Columbia County had an unemployment rate in 1980 of 7.1 per-
cent, below the average of other upstate counties. It had an
average poverty rate (14 percent), and a slightly above-average
rate of marital disruption (23 percent).

33.1
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COUNTY: COLUMBIA
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 43.182 47.322 51,519 59.487
2 POP DENSITY 67 74 80 92
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13,071 14,447 16,292 21.325
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 23.196 23.756 25,141 31.293
5 PERCENT 21 -65 53.7 50.2 48.8 52.6
6 PERCENT 65+ 13.0 14.0 14.1 15.8
7 $ NONWHITE 2.5 3.3 3.7 4.1

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 17,023 17,775 19.362 24,743
9 $ EMPLOYED 21...65 73.4 74.8 77.0 79.1
10 X FEMALES WORKING 27.2 32.5 36.8 42.2
11 X TERTIARY IND. 53.2 61.2 68.3 73.5
12 t RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.2 15.0 16.3 18.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.0 5.1 6.0 7.8
14 X EDUCATION 3.2 4.8 7.6 9.4
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.6 2.6 6.0 9.4
16 X FINIINS.REAL EST. 2.1 2.7 3.8 3.5
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 15.9 18.5 19.7 22.0
18 X SECONDARY IND. 30.4 27.8 23.9 19.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 38 44 33 31
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 11 12 8 9
21 X PRIMARY IND. 16.4 11.0 7.8 6.8
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 63.2 56.2 42.2 39.4
23 N FARMS 1,692 1,235 768 643
24 ACRES HARVESTED 26.048 23,163 17,393 16,239
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 40.729 51.765 56.926 51.585

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 2,782 5,331 8,746 17,299
27 ADJ MED. FAR. INC. 9,598 15,033 19,679 19,721
28 $ SOME COLLEGE 11.2 11.2 17.5 28.4
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.1 5.0 3.1 7.1
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 30.2 18.5 15.4 13.7
31 11 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.7 11.0 15.4 15.9

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 61.9 73.7 96.1 97.7
33 INFANT MORTALITY 22.0 21.0 18.1 10.1
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 25.5 10.6 13.6 18.5
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 6.3 5.8 5.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.3 16.2 23.4 23.2
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GREENE, COMM

Located just south of Albany on the Thruway and along the
western banks of the Hudson River, Greene County is smaller than
average among upstate rural counties. Its population of only
40,800 people is heavily rural, with 81,6 percent living in plac-
es of .less than twenty-five hundred People. Over one-quarter
(27.5 percent) of its work force commute outside the county for
employment.

Catskill is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
just over 4,700 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Greene County gained 7,700 people,
including 3,600 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of
age, and gained 4,100 households. Moreover, between 1970 and
1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 3,700.

The manufacturing economic base is small though stable, with
21 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 1980,
Greene County had 7 plants which employed a hundred or more per-
sons, and 19 plants which employed twenty or more persons. Its
agricultural base is much smaller than average in total products
sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of just
over $11.3 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 76 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is slightly larger than the average for upstate rural counties.

About 22 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980, a percentage somewhat lower
than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Greene County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively
high 10.3 percent, above the average for other upstate counties.
The county had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent),
and a comparatively high rate of marital disruption (25 percent).
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COUNTY: GREENE
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 28,745 31,372 33,136 40,861
2 POP DENSITY 44 48 . 51 63
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 8,526 9,777 10,750 14,919
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 15,164 15,561 16,270 20,895
5 PERCENT 21 -65 52.8 49.6 49.1 51.1
6 PERCENT 65 12.7 14.8 15.0 17.0
7 II NONWHITE 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.7

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 9,585 11,063 11,704 7.5,400
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 63.2 71.1 71.9 73.7
10 X FEMALES WORKING 21.8 32.2 35.1 41.5
11 X TERTIARY IND. 61.0 68.5 74.7 76.1
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 15.8 15.7 15.6 17.2
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 5.4 8.0 7.9 10.0
14 X EDUCATION 3.8 5.8 7.4 8.2
15 $ HEALTH SERVICE 2.5 1.6 4.2 6.5
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.4 2.9 3.1 3.9
17 $ MANAG.PROFESS. 14.8 18.8 20.2 18.3
18 X SECONDARY IND. 18.9 22.4 20.8 20.6
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 18 19 15 19
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 6 9 7 7
21 X PRIMARY IND. 20.1 9.1 4.5 3.4
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 41.1 32.7 19.0 16.1
23 N FARMS 1,300 733 377 304
24 ACRES HARVESTED 17,090 13,597 7,901 6,695
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 26,392 25,174 14,854 11,383

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAR. INCOME 2,356 5,056 8,552 16,903
27 AEU MED. FAM. INC. 8,128 14,258 19,242 18,813
28 $ SOME COLLEGE 9.0 9.0 15.9 22.1
29 X UNEMPLOYED 3.9 6.7 3.3 10.3
31 X FANS. IN POVERTY 40.1 22.1 16.7 16.0
31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 9.0 8.2 14.1 13.5

PERSONAL WELL - BEING
32 X USES W. PLUMBG 70.6 67.7 95.9 97.0
33 INFANT MORTALITY 25.6 24.6 17.8 10.1
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.4 22.3 12.1 17.1
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 3.0 2.4
36 X DISPUPTED MARPGS. 14.4 16.7 19.3 24.6
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POPULATION DATA UV ASIE/SEX
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Located in the middle of the Adirondack Park, Hamilton Coun-
ty is New York's smallest county. Its population of only 5,034
people is entirely rural. No one lives in places of more than
twenty-five hundred people. Almost one-quarter (23 percent) of
its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Speculator is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
just 408 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Hamilton County did gain about 320
people, including a net of over 330 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 300 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by 200.

Largely due to commuting, manufacturing employment for sue
county's work force is about average and increasing slightly,
with 25 percent of the 1980 work force employed in manufactur-
ing. In 1980, there were no plants within Hamilton County which
employed a hundred or more persons, and only 1 plant which em-
pl4ed twenty or more. The county also has no manifest agricul-
tural base, since it has no official record of products sold in
1980.

The county's service sector is very large almost 79 percent
of the 1980 work force was engaged in service industries. This
percentage is somewhat larger than the average for other upstate
rural counties, and is relatively stable.

About 28 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is average
for comparable upstate rural counties.

Hamilton County's unemployment rate in 1980 was very high
(19 percent), well above the average of other upstate counties.
The county had a slightly above-average poverty rate (15 per-
cent), relative to comparable counties, but a below average rate
of marital disruption (18 percent).

2 4 2
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COUNTY: HAMILTON
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 4,105 4,267
2 POP DENSITY 3 3

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 1,278 1,374
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 2,269 2,129
5 PERCENT 21.-155 55.3 49.9
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.5 13.4
7 X NONWHITE 0.0 1.1

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 1,358 1,482
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 59.8 69.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 21.2 28.3
11 X TERTIARY IND. 73.8 79.1
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 12.2 17.1

13 2 PUBL. ADMIN. 8.4 7.6

14 X EDUCATION 6.0 6.4
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 0.8 0.5
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.2 3.3
17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 22.1 24.3

18 X SECONDARY IND. 18.2 15.7
19 N MFG., 210+ EMPLS. 4 2

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 0 0

21 X PRIMARY IND. 8.0 4.7
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 0.0 0.0
23 N FARMS 75 40

24 ACRES HARVESTED 7 5

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 240,013 61,808

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,362 4,511
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 8,149 12,721
28 X SOME COLLEGE 12.8 12.8
29 X UNEMPLOYED 15.0 14.2
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 39.3 20.6
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 9.7 6.8

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 47.5 66.4

33 INFANT MORTALITY 27.9 26.1

34 SUICIDES PEP CAP. 48.7 0.0
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 9.1
36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.1 16.9

1970 1980

4,714 5,034
3 3

1,627 1,923
2,333 2,664
49.5 52.9
15.1 16.6
3.2 0.3

1,472 1,667
63.1 62.6
35.9 36.7
80.6 78.9
11.4 17.5
11.5 12.3
11.5 12.6
2.2 2.4
0.5 2.6
19.8 -- 25.1
12.4 16.9

1 1

0 0
7.0 4.3
3.0 0.0

1 2

a 0

. .

7,019
15,793

18.2
9.7

20.5
6.4

92.1
8.8
3.0
0.0
17.4

14,402
16,418

27.9
19.1
14.6
9.3

96.4
4.8

39.7
0.0
17.8
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=EOM COUNTY

Located just east of Utica and Oneida County on upstate New
York's Thruway, but with part of its area extending well into the
Adirondack Park region, Herkimer County is just below average in
size among rural counties. Its population of 66,700 people is
evenly divided between urban and rural, with 49.1 percent living
in places of more than twenty-five hundred people. Over one-
quarter (27.6 percent) of its work force commute outside the
county for employment.

Ilion is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
over 9,400 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Herkimer County lost about 1,000 peo-
ple, but gained a net of 1,500 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,200 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by 600.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large, even
if declining, with 36 percent of the 1980 work force in manufac-
turing. In 1980, Herkimer County had 12 plants which employed a
hundred or more persons, and 33 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is about average in total
products sold, even if declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted
value of over $45.3 million.

Its service sector is large, with almost 59 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate rural
counties, but is growing.

About 25 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
lower than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Herkimer County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 8.4 percent,
about average for other upstate counties. The county showed an
average poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of marital
disruption (21.5 percent).

346
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COUNTY: HERKIMER
COUNTY TYRE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 61,407 66,370 67,633 66,714
2 POP DENSITY 43 46 47 47
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 18,199 20,121 21,406 23,682
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 33,475 33,119 33,299 34,761
5 PERCENT 21-65 54.5 49.9 49.4 52.1
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.1 12.6 12.5 13.9
7 X NONWHITE 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.7

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 23,883 25,473 26,737 26,613
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65 71.3 76.9 78.2 76.6
10 X FEMALES WORKING 29.2 36.0 37.9 42.3
11 X TERTIARY IND. 40.9 45.7 50.1 58.5
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 13.5 13.3 14.1 16.9
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.7 4.2 3.7 3.9
14 X EDUCATION 3.2 4.7 6.7 9.3
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.2 2.1 5.2 8.6
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.8 2.7 2.8 3.7
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 14.5 17.5 19.7 18.2
18 X SECONDARY IND. 48.0 46.2 43.9 360
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 53 47 47 33
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 20 16 17 12
21 X PRIMARY IND. 11.1 8.1 6.1 5.5
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 30.6 28.3 21.6 21.9
23 N FARMS 1,869 1,383 885 850
24 ACRES HARVESTED 28,087 25 5 19,826 20,102
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 43,116 44.r.,6 46,020 45,353

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAIN. INCOME 2.996 5,519 9,463 16,546
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,336 15,564 21,285 18,862
28 X SOME COLLEGE 9.5 9.5 15.1 24.5
29 X UNEMPLOYED 7.6 7.3 4.6 8.4
30 X FAMS. IN POVERTY 27.1 16.5 12.0 14.0
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 16.4 10.7 14.5 12.5

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMOG 70.3 69.6 94.7 96.9
33 INFANT MORTALITY 32.3 24.8 20.4 7.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 14.7 16.6 13.4 4.5
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0
36 % DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.5 15.7 19.5 21.5



3
s
m
a
i
l
i
g
l
i
i
b
i
l
l
1
1
1
1

I

1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
R
1
1
1
1
1
1

l
o
s
a
l
l
i
i
i
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

f
a
i
i
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
V
1
1
1
1

m
m
o
i
l
l
i
V
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
9
1

I

m
o
s
l
i
g
i
l
i
N
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
s
v
i
l
l
i
V
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
V
1

s
p
e
i
l
i
i
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
0

pr
ol

iiM
M

IL
11

11
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
V
i
l
l



15*

75-79
70-74

049
6046
0-91/
5044
4549
044
75-71
33-34
Dia
044
15-0
0-14
049
044

343

POPULAT I ON PVRANID CMRitT a PERK SPIER

IRES MUM

/NM
1111111NIP

11111111M11111011

111101181MININIINNI

11111NOMINININee

NsioNniamitue
asissesemennossempo

ossommisieleNseumemese
ININIONSINSINSIMPINISIMINSP

OINSIMIONSIMININM
1111111111111.1.11111111111111111

NosmossigNiessoune
damsesnisemesseeimemp

ampmenuesmosemsessionsiono
eassearmusemostoommenuswese
imenssessommeniNememmowome

wesselessomososoisesessumse

17634311 11345671
IWO

11111 MILES

0110$111111110

4101111101111118111111111110

011101011110111NOINPIN

INNIMPININIMMININNIONINN

ONNSINIMINOMINIONIN

aNMeciquIMeeee
OPIMPSIMMINNINNININNIO

10110011PNPNONSIIMINelle

NONSIMOIMINNIMINPIPINNIMPIPON

INININGEININIMINOINEININONO

n1.1 NINIMMIIIIIMMINISIMPOSINIO

acueeueeeuleeeiueeuMu
11111.111111110011111111111MMININI

INNIONNININNIMININNIMMIMMI

7 6 5 4 3 1 I

911Alt

1 2 3 4 5 6 11

11. r.9. hoortml of Comm, !ones *1 $ Wow Ilo fork

WEB At feausic orwlMrrwt ad Tocholiad Iloshemo Oats,
Stab Ilkvoroity Collop, Plattslorgh, 110 WO MI

349

mum
mmHg

~mon
mmoollos000lo

11110111111MNIIIIIIIIMONIMIN

4111111111111111111*

1111.01416411MIONNISMINIP

NemeimmeNssimoso
losmassommelesmomiNme
sonssesoimenionmosim

sommommessetammmeenesipe
aseasmossummuseisremsammemo

NONIPINIIIIMPONIWOMMININIMPION

110111111001NSIMOHNOMMININIMP

INSMINSIMPINIMPOINIMINININD

11 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 1 2 3 4 3 6 II

Not000loso
moloomoo

osoloIm00000
ommoMomm0000

INININIMPINISPOO

immessessasNIONINP
111.100111111MONIMMINIONIN

iSMINNIMIMONOMMINMMMISW

NINSIONINNININNIONNIONNOINIONIMININI

asusummonlosomminues
somissommaammems
mossisammossimiem
imesinmessasessoom

01110111111111NINNINONINIMINIONO

easeemussIosseumenee
imemsammtasemeassee

# 7 6 5 4 3 2 I t 3 4 5 6 7$

Prelr r." ,rE.,
16.44 'NE



344

ungssrow COIMIT

Located just south of Rochester on Interstate 390 (which

connects to upstate New York's Thruway to the north and to the
south with the Southern Tier Expressway), Livingston County is a
smaller-than-average upstate rural county. Its population of
just over 57,000 people is heavily rural, with 68.8 percent liv-
ing in places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Almost

one-third (30 percent) of its work force commute outside the
county for employment.

Geneseo is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
about 6,750 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Livingston County gained about 3,000
people, including a net of nearly 3,600 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 3,200 households. More-

over, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people

grew by 3,400.

The manufacturing economic base is about average and in-
creasing slightly, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in

manufacturing. In 1980, Livingston County had 11 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 25 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than
average in total products sold, and increasing, with a 1980
adjusted value of over $54.2 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 68 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is slightly above the average for comparable upstate rural coun-

ties, and stable.

The county has a state college within its borders, and about

29 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some

college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly above
average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Livingston County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 6.9 per-
cent, slightly below the average of other upstate counties. The

county also had a comparatively low poverty rate (10 percent),

and an average rate of marital disruption (19.8 percent).
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COUNTY: LIVINGSTON
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 40,257 44,053 54,041 57,006
2 POP DENS!TY 63 69 85 90
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 10,630 11,967 15,088 18,252
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 21,269 21,762 26,372 29,920
5 PERCENT 21-65 52.8 49.4 48.8 52.5
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.9 11.1 9.6 10.5
7 X NONWHITE 1.6 2.1 2.3 1.9

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 13,742 15,612 20,775 24,189
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 64.6 71.7 78.8 80.8

10 $ FEMALES WORKING 26.7 34.1 39.6 43.8
11 X TERTIARY IND. 55.8 58.0 67.5 67.6

12 $ RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.1 14.9 17.3 17.4

13 $ PUBL. ADMIN. 3.0 3.0 3.7 4.3

14 X EDUCATION 5.7 7.9 15.6 15.2

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 7.4 4.8 8.6 9.3
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.5 2.2 1.7 2.5

17 $ MANAG.PROFESS. 17.1 17.3 20.9 20.8

18 $ SECONDARY IND. C2.6 27.7 24.2 26.0

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 20 24 26 25

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 9 10 11 11

21 X PRIMARY IND. 21.6 14.2 8.3 6.4

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 80.0 70.6 61.0 60.5
23 N FARMS 1,835 1,302 1,038 837

24 ACRES HARVESTED 32,552 28,727 24,821 24,617
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 49,569 50,342 51,740 54,207

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,914 5,607 10,520 19,596

2T ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 10,053 15,812 23,670 22,339

28 X SOME COLLEGE 15.0 15.0 21.3 29.4

29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.8 4.3 3.3 6.9

30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 28.4 18.2 9.8 10.3

31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 16.8 11.9 21.4 19.6

PERSCNAL WELL-BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 61.4 75.5 95.9 96.8

33 INFANT MORTALITY 26.5 18.8 15.5 10.9

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.4 9.1 11.1 10.5

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 2.3 1.9 1.8

36 X DISRUPTED MAPRGS. 13.1 15.0 18.1 19.8
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OULU= OMIT

Located on the shores of Lake Ontario between Rochester and
Niagara Falls, north of the Thruway in upstate New York's north-
west perimeter, Orleans County is much smaller than the average
among rural counties. Its population of 38,500 people is heavily
rural, with 70.7 percent living in places of less than twenty-
five hundred people. Over one-third (34.8 percent) of its work
force commute outside the county for employment.

Medina is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
less than 6,400 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Orleans County gained about 1,100 peo-
ple, including a net of over 2,200 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 1,600 households. Moreover,

between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by 2,200.

Largely due to commuting, the manufacturing economic base is
comparatively large and reasonably stable, with 38 percent of the
1980 work force in manufacturing. In 1980, Orleans County had
only 4 plants which employed a hundred or more persons, and 16
plants which employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural
base is slightly larger than average in total products sold and
increasing, with a 1980 adjusted value of just less than $51.5
million.

Over 56 percent of the 1980 work force was engaged in ser-
vice industries. This percentage is somewhat smaller than the
average for upstate rural counties, but it is growing slowly.

About 22 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980, a percentage somewhat lower than

the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Orleans County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 8.3 percent,
about average for other upstate counties. The county had a com-
paratively low poverty rate (11 percent), and a comparatively low
rate of marital disruption (18.9 percent).
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COUNTY: ORLEANS
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 195C 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 29,832 34,159 37,3Q5 38,496
2 POP DENSITY 75 86 94 97
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 8.937 10,106 11,320 12,976
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 15,903 16,704 17.944 20.128
5 PERCENT 21 -65 53.3 48.9 48.1 52.3
6 PERCENT 65+ 12.1 12.2 13.9 12.1
7 S NONWHITE 1.1 4.4 5.5 6.3

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 10,926 12,492 13.945 16,140
9 % EMPLOYED 21 -65 68.7 74.8 77.7 80.2
10 S FEMALES WORKING 25.1 30.5 37.3 41.0
11 X TERTIARY IND. 45.6 49.8 53.5 55.5
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.5 14.2 15.6 15.9
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.5 3.7 3.8 5.3
14 X EDUCATION 3.8 5.3 8.8 9.6
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 1.9 1.4 4.6 6.6
16 X FIN.INStREAL EST. 1.4 1.7 2.1 2.6
17 1 MANAG.- PROFESS. 13.2 13.8 14.9 14.6
18 X SECONDARY IND. 31.7 37.9 38.7 37.6
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 21 20 16 16
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 6 4 6 4
21 X PRIMARY IND. 22.7 12.2 7.8 6.9
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 79.4 69.3 65.6 64.1
23 N FARMS 1,878 1.259 928 709
24 ACRES HARVESTED 20,167 17.602 16.662 16.281
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 35.886 43,464 49,352 51.494

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2.851 5,608 10,119 20,356
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,836 15.815 22.768 23.206
28 X SOME COLLEGE 11.3 11.3 14.9 22.1
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.9 6.8 5.9 8.3
33 X FANS. IN POVERTY 29.1 18.5 11.1 11.2
31 1 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 13.3 12.9 20.3 21.8

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 53.3 66.7 93.0 96.3
33 INFANT MORTALITY 17.9 24.3 17.0 8.1
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.4 2.9 10.7 10.4
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 1.0 0.0 2.1 0.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.1 14.9 18.2 18.9
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PUTNAM COUNI'Y

Located just north of New York City and south of Dutchess
County, on the eastern shore of the Hudson River, Putnam County
is slightly above average in size among rural counties. its

population of 77,100 people is more rural than urban, with 57.7
percent living in places of twenty-five hundred people or less.
It has the highest commuting rate in the state, with over one-
half (56.5 percent) of its work force engaged in work outside the
county.

Mahopac is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
nearly 7,700 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Putnam County gained almost 20,500
people, including 14,200 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 8,400 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
14,000.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively small

though stable, with only 19 percent of the 1980 work force in
manufacturing. In 1980, Putnam County had only 1 plant which
employed a hundred or more persons, and only 9 plants which em-
ployed twenty or more persons. It has a very small--and declin-
ing--agricultural base, with a 1980 adjusted value of total prod-
ucts sold of slightly more than $2 million.

The county's service sector is large, with over 80 percent
of the 1980 work force engaged in service industries. This per-
centage is considerably higher than the average for upstate rural
counties, and growing slowly.

About 36 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980, a percentage somewhat higher
than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Putnam County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively
low 5 percent, well below the average' of other upstate counties.
The county al go had a comparatively low poverty rate of 6 per-
0n:, and a marital disrupt ion rate of only 15 percent.
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COUNTY: PUTNAM
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 23,3C7 31,722 56,696 77,193
2 POP DENSITY 88 137 245 334
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 6,066 9,287 15,995 24,368
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 11,482 16,622 27,668 41,855
5 PERCENT 21-65 56.5 52.4 48.8 54.2
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.7 9.9 8.8 9.5
7 % NONWHITE 0.5 0.5 0.6 1.2

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 7,458 11,822 23,140 34,083
9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 65.0 71.1 72.8 81.4
11 % FEMALES WORKING 23.5 29.2 32.3 39.8
11 % TERTIARY IND. 79.5 78.3 79.3 80.2
12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.4 15.8 17.9 20.6
13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 4.1 3.7 5.6 5.5
14 % EDUCATION 5.1 6.3 9.2 10.3
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 3.4 2.6 5.8 7.7
16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 4.1 4.0 4.3 6.3
17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 27.3 25.4 30.7 27.9
18 % SECONDARY IND. 12.9 18.7 19.4 18.9
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 6 8 12 9
20 N MFG., 130+ EMPLS. 1 2 3 1

21 X PRIMARY IND. 7.6 3.0 1.3 0.9
22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 28.5 17.5 9.4 5.6
23 N FARMS 319 156 69 58
24 ACRES HARVESTED 4,221 2,592 1,392 829
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 7,323 5,245 3,051 2,057

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,339 6,539 11,996 26,305
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 11,520 18,440 26,991 29,988
28 % SOME COLLEGE 16.1 16.1 26.8 36.4
29 % UNEMPLOYED 3.5 4.4 2.4 5.1
30 % FARS. IN POVERTY 25.1 11.3 8.8 5.7
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 24.3 18.9 33.4 38.7

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 84.1 85.9 98.6 98.6
33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.9 21.2 18.8 6.1
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 4.9 22.1 10.6 10.4
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 3.2 0.0 5.2
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.9 12.4 14.0 14.9
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SCIKNIARIE couini

Located just west of Albany on Interstate 88, and just south
of Hew York's Thruway, Schoharie County is well below average in
size among upstate rural counties. Its population of 29,700 peo-
ple is heavily rural, with 82.2 percent living in places of less
than twenty-five hundred people. Almost one-third (29.5 percent)
of its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Cobleskill is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
nearly 5,300 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Schoharie County gained about 5,000
people, including 3,300 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 2,400 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
1,700.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively small,
though increasing slightly, with 20 percent of the 1980 work
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Schoharie County had only 1
plant which employed a hundred or more persons, and 7 plants
which employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is
slightly smaller than average in total products sold, and declin-
ing slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of about $32.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 71 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is about average for upstate rural counties, and is relatively
stable.

Only 24 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is somewhat
lower than average for comparable upstate rural counties,

Schoharie County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relative-
ly high 11 percent, well above the average of other upstate coun-
ties. The county had a comparatively high poverty rate (17 per-
cent), but an average rate of marital disruption (20 percent).

"2V
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COUNTY: SCHOHARIE
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 22,703 22,616 24,750 29,710
2 POP DENSITY 37 37 40 48
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 6,596 6,576 7,268 9,677
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 11,585 10.878 11.261 14.568
5 PERCENT 21-65 51.0 48.1 45.5 49.0
6 PERCENT 65+ 12.2 13.1 13.1 13.0
7 X NONWHITE 0.5 0.4 0.7 1.7

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 8,589 7,673 8,940 10,668
9 Z EMPLOYED 21 -65 74.1 7).5 79.4 73.2
10 X FEMALES WORKING 24.0 28.5 34.8 40.4
11 $ TERTIARY IND. 50.8 61.1 71.7 70.7
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 13.7 14.8 16.7 18.9
13 t PUBL. ADMIN. 5.2 6.2 6.2 6.8
14 X EDUCATION 4.4 7.5 11.0 14.3
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 1.1 1.2 4.8 6.5
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.9 1.9 2.5 2.7
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 12.8 15.6 16.7 18.6
18 Z SECONDARY IND. 16.8 15.6 17.5 19.6
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 9 10 13 7

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 2 1 3 1

21 X PRIMARY IND. 32.4 23.3 10.8 9.7
22 Z LANO IN AGRIC. 72.3 57.8 43.3 42.4
23 N FARMS 1,940 1,188 774 669
24 ACRES HARVESTED 28,631 22,889 17,147 16,790
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 38,781 32,062 36.281 32,518

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,549 4,592 8,278 15,982
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 8,794 12.949 18,626 18.220
28 X SOME COLLEGE 13.5 13.5 17.8 24.3
29 Z UNEMPLOYED 4.4 8.1 2.9 10.7
30 Z FANS. IN POVERTY 37.5 27.9 18.0 16.5
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.4 7.8 13.4 11.2

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 52.1 63.3 92.4 95.5
33 INFANT MORTALITY 30.3 32.4 19.8 6.9
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 17.6 22.1 20.2 16.8
15 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
36 t DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.2 15.2 19.3 19.9
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SCIRMInt COUNTY

Located on the southern shores of Seneca Lake just north of

Elmira and the Southern Tier Expressway in upstate New York,

Schuyler County is much smaller than average among rural coun-

ties. Its population of just less than 17,700 people is entirely

rural, with all its people living in places of less than twenty -

five hundred people. Over two-fifths (42.9 percent) of its work

force commute outside the county for employment, the fourth high-

est commuting rate among upstate counties.

Watkins Glen is its largest place, with a 1980 population of

just over 2,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Schuyler County gained about 950 peo-

ple, including a net of over 1,150 adults between twenty-one and

sixty-five years of age, and gained almost 1,000 households.

Moreover, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its

people grew by 820.

Due lare^ly to commuting, the manufacturing economic base is

comparatively large, even if declining slightly, with 31 percent

of the 1980 work force in manufacturing. In 1980, Schuyler Coun-

ty had 4 plants which employed a hundred or more persons, and 6

which employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is

much smaller than average in total products sold, and declining

slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of just over $12.7 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 61 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is somewhat smaller than the average for upstate rural counties,

but is growing slowly.

Only about 24 percent of residents over twenty-five years

of age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is

somewhat lower than the average for comparable upstate rural

counties.

Schuyler County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 9.2 percent,

slightly above the average for other upstate counties. The coun-

ty had a poverty rate which was about average (13 percent), and a

below-average rate of marital disruption (18 percent).

-,66
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COUNTY: SCR) VIER
CCUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 14,182 15,044 16,737 17,686
2 POP DENSITY 43 46 51 54
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 4,101 4,408 5,073 6,038
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 7,206 7,086 8,034 9,190
5 PERCENT 21-65 50.8 47.1 48.0 52.0
6 PERCENT 65+ 12.1 11.7 10.7 12.4
7 X NONWHITE 0.5 0.7 0.8 1.5

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 4,951 5,374 6,135 6,957
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 68.7 75.8 76.4 75.7
10 % FEMALES WORK I NG 22.6 29.3 35.4 41.4
11 X TERTIARY IND. 51.4 53.2 59.1 61.2
12 1 RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.2 13.5 14.7 14.1
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 3.7 4.4 4.2 4.7
14 1 EDUCATION 4.6 6.7 11.6 13.1
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 1.9 2.4 5.2 8.3
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.7 2.0 1.7 2.7
17 X MANAG . ..PROFE SS. 14.8 15.2 15.8 16.1
18 X SECONDARY IND. 27.1 34.6 32.5 31.0
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 6 6 7 6
20 N MFG. r 103+ EMPLS. 4 4 3 4
21 X PRIMARY IND. 21.5 12.2 8.4 7.8
22 1 LAND IN AGRIC. 67.6 54.5 41.5 37.8
23 N F ARMS 1,118 675 482 444
24 ACRES HARVESTED 14,198 11,447 8,716 7,939
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 12,847 11,920 14,034 12,728

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,468 5,041 8,394 16,719
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 8,515 14,216 18,887 19,060
28 X SOMF COLLEGE 11.9 11.9 16.2 24.0
29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.2 4.4 4.7 9.2
30 1 F AMS . IN POVERTY 36.5 18.2 13.2 13.4
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 6.5 7.9 12.5 10.1

PERSONAL WELL - -BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 49.0 65.7 93.1 96.0
33 I NF ANT MORTALITY 19.6 19.3 18.3 7.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 7.1 26.6 6.1 5.7
35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 7.1 0.0 6.0 5.7
36 1 DISRUPTED MARRGS . 13.0 14.4 18.5 lb.?
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POPULATION DATA SY ASE/SEX

SCHUYLER
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POPIAMT ION PYRAMID CHART is SCHUYLER

IWO

MIS

OEM
111110114111400

INPNININIMMINNINISINNISIO

ON11101111111110101111111111/111111111

MONSINIMMOINISPNIPS011

1111111111111111NIMINIONMPINNI

NOSINPIMININININOINNIHINININIONINNIIIMPSINNIN

T 6 5 4 3 t 1 1 t 3 4 5 6 7 1

VIM

*0 FORD

MOM
MINN*

MINI NOM
MOW ININOWIP

011111111110$1111111100111

1011011011110141111411111111116

0111ININNINI11114111/14/1101N40

IPPINNNNIIIMPMPMIMNNMNNIIIONPIW

111111110110INNIMINININI

1141111111111111111101111111111/111MININIONO

1101111111111111111NINISIIIIMMONIMMINSIMI

ONOINIMIMINOININOINNIM

INNINNIIMPININHOIMINIMONN

11081110111111101111011MINIMMINIONNSINI

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 1E345671

117-14

7549
70-74
OHO
6044
55-59

4549
4041
15-39
3034

044
1519
t0-14
115-479

Mar N.T.S. InerkoM of Commsr, brow of SW COMB No York

0111411 Nh Essamste 11441am111 sal Tors soli ausisstame Cs*,
Das Ibrowilly ColIeps, Maltollenk Nn Ts,* 1190$

369

1110

WNW
WI Mt

0119111111101111

11100.1116NIO

NIuMNtINNMN
N1110111111111110111111111aNINI

IINS011011111111111111111111111116

11011.1.11111101111MPIMMINII

1101191101111111MI1INNON

0101111011111MINNIN01IN

1111111NNININDININIMISIMINI

MINIIIIINIONOONSINNIONSIMMINNI

1111111101.1111101111141111.111111M115INO

111111111011011101101111111111111111111111111110

1111111411111MINNISNIONOMONNIPOININININNIIMI

11111011111111WINIONIMINNINNIINNIMISONO

SOMPINNIONOIMMOOMPINIINIONININO

111110111111.1101MIPIIIIIMMINININNIMI

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 12345671
DM

1/0:1~
011014101111

1101111111111110111111

IMMINIPSOMPOONIPOIMO

41111010110111141411101111111MONNOIPI

01111011140911111141011111111MIIMPOOK

0110110111101111011111NOMNINNIIIMM

OINPINPOOMPININNININININISIMINNPININ

1111111111,1111MNIISMINSIMION1

111161011011011111111.111111111111

Ni0110001111111410111111161111

osesswesomeemolommemmesesse
11141111111SININSIMMOMMISIO11011400

INNININOWN1110101101111110NO

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 3 4 5 6 7

fit;,
g.; . go) iew 411



364

=BC& 0001,111

Located between Seneca and Cayuga Lakes, with upstate New

York's Thruway along its northern section, Seneca County is

smaller than the average-sized rural county. Its population of

over 33,700 people is mostly rural, with 62.1 percent living in

places of less than twenty-five hundred people. Almost one-
quarter (23.6 percent) of its work force commute outside the

county for employment.

S4neca Falls is its largest place, with a 1980 population of

just less than 7,500 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Seneca County lost about 4,300 people,

one of the highest losses in rural upstate New York, but gained a

net of 500 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of age,

and gained almost 1,600 households. Moreover, between 1970 and

1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by almost 2,000.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large and

increasing slightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work force in

manufacturing. In 1980, Seneca County had 6 plants which employ-

ed a hundred or more persons, and 12 plants which employed twenty

or more persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than average

in total products sold, though increasing slightly, with a 1980

adjusted value of nearly $23.9 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 66 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is slightly smaller than the average for upstate rural counties,

and is declining 0101,11

About 27 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age

had some college background in 1980. This percentage is about

average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Seneca County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively

low 6.6 percent, below the average of other upstate counties.

The county had a slightly below-average poverty rate (11 per-

cent), and an average marital disruption rate (20.8 percent).
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COUNTY: SENECA
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION 29,253 31,984 38,083 33,733
2 POP DENSITY 88 97 106 132
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 7,427 8,544 9,853 11,408
4 21'65 AGE GROUP 14,737 15,800 17,577 18,077
5 PERCENT 21-65 50.4 49.4 50.1 53.6
6 PERCENT 65+ 16.1 13.9 12.6 13.1
7 X NONWHITE 0.8 1.2 1.5 1.7

INDUSTRY
R N EMPLOYED 9,695 10,841 12,247 14,197
''. X EMPLOYED 21-65 65.8 68.6 69.7 78.5
i: X FEMALES WORKING 27.7 34.3 38.7 43.1

X TERTIARY IND. 56.4 62.2 67.7 66.3
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 12.6 14.4 13.8 15.9
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 7.0 8.2 7.1 8.0
14 % EDUCATION 3.4 6.1 9.4 11.5
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 11.3 11.3 14.7 11.9
16 % FIN,INS,RE4L EST. 1.9 2.0 3.2 2.7
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 16.5 17.4 20.9 19.9
18 X SECONDARY IND. 28.6 28.7 27.6 28.8
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 16 19 11 12
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 6 7 6 6
21 % PRIMARY IND. 15.0 9.1 4.7 4.9
22 4 LAND IN AGRIC. 72.7 62.5 57.8 58.8
23 N FARMS 1,275 813 585 506
24 ACRES HARVESTED 15,399 13,239 12,24i 12,455
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 20,740 20,077 21,221 ?3,878

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 3,122 5,790 9,606 18,743
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 10,771 16,328 21,614 ?1,367
28 4 SOME COLLEGE 10.5 11.5 17.0 26.7
29 4 UNEMPLOYED 4.2 6.7 3.9 6.6
31 4 FAMS. IN POVERTY 25.0 15.1 11.6 10.7
31 4 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 17.8 124 16.1 17.0

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 4 HSES W. PLUMBG 61.5 b9.1 96.6 98.0
33 INFANT MORTALITY 25.1 16.4 16.i 8.5
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 13.7 9.4 J.0 8.9
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.1 0.0 3.0
36 4 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.8 11.6 ?1.6 10.8
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POPULATION DATA SY AGE/SEX

SENECA

AGE PRE

MM

FORE ORE

1900

F9RE IRE

ME

FORE PRE

1990

FORE

2000

IRE FORE PRE

2010

FEMALE

00-04 1439 1372 1139 1045 1277 1221 1313 1321 1317 1 1262 1207

05-09 1718 1536 1122 1234 1177 1082 1302 1247 1399 1339 1,264 1210

10-14 1737 1741 1442 1361 1252 1267 1202 1107 1435 1173 1347 1290

15-19 1549 1315 1670 1344 1417 1342 1232 1231 1303 1252 1381 1327

20-24 1140 1143 1508 1332 1669 1551 1419 1351 1179 1093 1189 1339

25-29 4038 1038 1271 113 1649 1487 1733 1638 1291 1324 1347 1307

30-34 906 893 1: 77 1523 IAN 1296 1699 1540 1530 1471 1254 1175

35-39 945 906 1021 1023 1205 1257 1341 1335 1843 1738 1339 1386

40-44 796 1073 876 846 1036 1044 1224 1284 1761 1613 1%4 1519

43-49 1018 1120 836 812 811 139 1044 1062 1367 !Al 1854 1773

30-54 1041 1027 887 990 630 818 876 868 1221 1312 1734 1625

55r59 1018 996 892 994 863 918 809 817 1008 1066 1302 1368

60-64 ON NZ 827 1154 841 976 815 971 103 849 1104 1265

65-69 690 689 675 794 131 823 752 931 610 762 835 981

70-74 517 637 4% 633 '57 724 610 751 601 841 581 724

75-79 340 547 29 436 367 539 414 618 459 721 408 581

80-84 2E17 363 115 304 213 334 236 413 290 489 280 538

65. 141 271 113 373 153 473 192 491 248 611 281 739

TOTAL: 38083 TOTAL: 33733 TOTAL: 35518 TOTAL 37299 TOTAL: 40248 TOTAL.: 41880

SOURCE : N. Y. S. llapartneut of Canine
Skyway of the Census - Not Vora

PREPARED BY: Erman' Deerloamant and Technical Assn-tame Canter

State Universzty Collage, Plattsburgh, Neu York 12901



1044
75-79
70-74

BHA
60-64
WSJ
51-54
4349
4044
35-N
I3-34
OHS
2044
15-19
16-14
03-09
WOO

0044
1549
70-74
(649
6644
93-59
10-54
45,49
4044
35-39
3014
23-e,
20-24
15-19
10-14

05-09
00-04

367

PUPIL AT I ON Mr RAM I O CHART SEIVECCI

1970

IRS FMB

IS OH

WISH
011014

11111101111411111111100

INNIPEOPINIONO
IPIONOISMONMINNIF
411111110111111161PIONOMPOSINNI

NNIOINNIMNINNIMIPPIONI

INPINNOINISSININNIINHNO

INHINIMMOINIMPINPIONO

essysesesiesemennonswelessoninee
MIININIPINIONNINNINIPOIN1

0811111,111111INININNI1PINISINSINNIONNO

fNNNNNiiiiii
IIINNIONINNOINOMPOSSIONMINNINPIPWIII

INISNONIONINIONIIMENISIMM

0 7 6 5 4 3 I 1 1 2 I 4 5 6 7

2 5 - 2 9 D E E M w o w IS Wall FOS IRIS I 1045567 I
1910

MOS

00$
1111

MCMINN!
OOINIONINI1

01/0411:11144$
4111111,141111000,
uesNOONNIPINIONI

1110110Itimplo
impintIeleSIS IINNI1101111.00

0011111MINSIMMINIMIODOMS

4001PNINNIPSNIMPONMINIONem
iNN1111111PHINPMONINI

ONIMINIfiliSSOINIMOINNHNIF

Niesiassesemsysamesse
100601100140111111,1141111011411

ilessesemeeeffeleineisimpeeeseimi

07654321 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 0

to
SO-06

75-79
70-76
6549
1.44
11-131

50-54
4549
6044
35-39
36-34
I5-29

15-19
10-14
0349
00-04

8044
75-79
70-14
65.419

6044
35-59
50-54
4541
40,44

11-39
76-111

2349
20-24
15-19
10-14

01-01
00-06

93/0CEi ILY,b. Dopp-ixent of Camerce, Owns et the Cones - r Vora

mean BYi Ecamille Dopsyloirt eld Technical ilisiterre roar
Sato University Cll,,, Plittmpip, New Vera 12901

1930

f NNW

001.00
NM NON,1101

110011.111PINPSOMPINNINO

aNOIHNIOIMMININIIPPOW

ONMINIIIMMINIPONIP
SMONNIUMINONNIN

ONNION1111111111MMIIIIMNIIIN

INNIIMPOINNIMPIINIMINNMPOINIONNO

00111ININIMIONNINPONIIMIONNI
4011111114101,1101110111111111111MININNIONOK

110111111011001101411NOMIMINNIMPIPINNIMINNe

1041001111168111IN*11011111100000

1140INNONWINIIIIINPNIMPONISSi

1140WINPIONOWINI
11/10041 -4ft -

S T 6 5 4 3 2 1 1 0 3 4 5 6 7

9700

04010111,
WOW INIot8

HMOS! IMMO*
SNININIO

061111111110111110114.0f
011011061011419111110INNSIPOINNIff

m110111011004101011111101111.11*
INNIONIMEINeNstialelONSIONIONI

NesesseeeNnelnsusseseses
*14.01000111**0

110440110111111,1001/0010000

esesemonosolossempaseen
HINIONIMIONOMOMON
01110111111MINGOI01481116100********

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 fl



368

TIOCACOUWIT

Located just west of Binghamton and Broome County on New
York's Southern Tier Expressway, Tioga County is slightly above
average in size among upstate rural counties. Its population of
49,800 people is heavily rural, with 72 percent living in places
of less than twenty-five hundred people. Over one-third (36.9
percent) of its work force commute outside the county for employ-
ment.

Waverly is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just

over 4,700 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Tioga County gained 3,300 people, in-
cluding a net of 4,200 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained almost 3,200 households. Moreover,

between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by 4,300.

Largely due to commuting, the manufacturing economic base is
relatively large and stable, with 41 percent of the 1980 work
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Tioga County had 5 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 17 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than
average in total products sold, and declining slightly, with a
198() adjusted value of just over $31.2 million.

Over 55 percent of its 1980 work force was engaged in ser-
vice industries. This percentage is somewhat smaller than the
average for upstate rural counties, but is growing slowly.

About 29 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is about aver-
age for comparable upstate rural counties.

Tioga County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 7 percent, be-
low average for other upstate counties. The county had a compar-
atively low poverty rate (12 percent), and a comparatively low
rate of marital digruption (17 percent).
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COUNTY: TIJGA
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 33,166 37,832 46,513 49,812
2 POP DENSITY 58 72 89 95
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 8,883 10,697 13,375 16,520
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 15,458 18,032 22,233 26,484
5 PERCENT 21-65 51.2 47.7 47.8 53.2
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.6 9.8 8.1 9.3
7 X NONWHITE 0.6 9.6 3.9 1.6

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 10,834 13,348 16,738 21,029
9 % EMPLOYED 21-65 70.1 74.0 75.3 79.4
IC £ FEMALES WORKING 25.1 30.9 34.0 40.5
11 X TERTIARY IND. 49.8 50.1 54.2 55.3
12 % RETAIL, WHOLES. 13.8 13.2 14.5 17.2
13 % PUBL. ADMIN. 2.3 2.5 3.1 2.9
14 t EDUCATION 4.3 6.6 9.2 10.4
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 2.0 2.1 3.7 5.8
16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.5 2.4 2.7 2.5
17 % MANAG.-PROFESS. 13.0 22.4 29.9 24.5
18 % SECONDARY IND. 39.4 41.3 40.8 40.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 14 14 16 17
21 N MFG., 100+ qMPLS. 6 4 6 5
21 % PRIMARY IND. 19.9 9.6 5.0 4.0
22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 73.2 59.6 47.6 42.5
23 N FARMS 1,870 1,111 734 638
24 ACRES HARVESTED 24,484 19,935 15,921 14,215
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 31,659 31,546 32,144 31,233

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. RAM. INCOME 2,707 5,626 10,226 19,682
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,339 15,865 23,009 22,438
28 X SOME COLLEGE 9.6 9.6 22.4 29.4
29 UNEMPLOYED 4.3 4.0 3.7 7.0
30 £ FAMS. IN POVERTY 34.2 18.1 11.7 11.5
31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 13.1 11.1 21.4 24.3

PERSCNAL WELL-BEING
32 % HSES W. PL'JMBG 63.9 69.9 96.6 97.5
3? INFANT MORTALITY 19.5 18.2 21.7 12.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 33.1 5.3 0.3 12.0
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 3.0 5.-A 3.) 2.0
36 % DISRUPTED MARRtyS. 13.5 13.9 16.4 16.9



1970

AGE IRE FORE
00-04 2369 UM
05.09 2902 2880

10-14 2904 2718

15-19 2044 1895

20-24 1155 1490

25-29 1531 1560

30-34 1430 150
35-39 1562 15?4

40-44 1470 MB
45-49 1221 1279

11-54 1018 1071

55-59 913 942

60-64 788 821

65-69 611 685

70-74 410 588

75-79 210 446

80-84 153 312

85+ 107 212

ORE
1940

2105

2591

2562

1820

1799

1798

1695

1426

1473

1364

1172

910

733

485

se
1%

132

',MAL: 46513 TOTAL:
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POPULATION DATA BY AGE/SE X

T I ORA

1980

Fella IRE

1985

MALE NILE

1990

FORE
1826 2083 1991 2342 2236

1970 2024 1885 2156 2040

2436 2169 2016 2078 1923

2565 2379 KM 2027 1915

1816 2370 2417 2241 2180

11152 2119 2161 2728 2129

1957 2005 2004 2291 8266

1688 1823 1St 2015 1999

1512 16E7 1633 1761 1918

1457 1328 1425 15E6 1559

1E08 1338 1348 1215 1343

1251 1206 1099 1192 1249

948 994 1118 1037 1001

879 749 NO 835 1019

694 580 781 605 768

516 369 614 451 704

324 223 407 247 495

310 161 370 193 484

49812 TOTAL: 51913 TOTAL: 54760

SOURCE: 'CT.& Department of Comm

Bureau of the Census Now for*

PREPARED IV: Ermine Development and Tedhnical Assistance Center

State Onsversity College, Plattsberih, You* icio:

IRE
2322

ace
2550

2123

11178

2E51

WE
3037

2E83

1875

1554

1279

992

856

641

418

4.6

189

TOTAL:

2000

MALE IRE

2010

FEMALE

2218 2416 2308

2383 2430 2304

2421 MP 2446

2051 2525 2441

1819 2361 2335

2146 2408 2340

2667 2438 2263

2955 2560 2366

2E84 2907 2739

1930 2893 2908

1792 2063 2176

1415 1610 1187

1178 12% 1605

1044 943 1208

769 609 924

691 441 7E4

429 246 441

567 183 578

60559 TOTAL: 66768
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WASHIUMTON COMM

Located east of Saratoga County, on the eastern shores of
the upper Hudson River and Lake George in upstate New York, Wash-
ington County is larger than the average-sized rural county. Its

population of nearly 54,800 people is very rural, with 61.3 per-
cent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred people.
Over one-quarter (28.3 perceht) of its work force commute outside
the county for employment.

Hudson Falls is its largest place, with a 1980 population of

just over 7,400 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Washington County gained about 2,000
people, including a net of over 3,600 adults between twenty-one
and sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,500 households. More-
over, between 1970 and 1980 tne number of jobs held by its people

grew by 2,500.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large, even
if declining slightly, with 31 percent of the 1980 work force in
manufacturi In 1980, Washington County had 13 plants which
employed a red or more persons, and 29 plants which employed
twenty or re rsons. Its agricultural base is larger than
average in/ total p ..ucts sold and increAsing, with a 1980 ad-

justed value of over $64.4 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 61
1930 work force engaged in service industries.
i3 somewhat smaller than the average for upstate
but ls growing slowly.

percent of the

This percentage
rural counties.

Only about 24 percent of residents over twenty-five years of
age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is

somewhat lower than the average for comparable upstate rural

counties.

Washington County's unemployment rate in 1930
ent, slightly above average for other comparable
ties. The county had an average poverty rate (14

rilte of marital dtlraption (?) per

was 8.7 per-
upstate couu-
percent), and
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COUNTY: WASHINGTON
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE T I TLE 1950 1963 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 47.144 48,476 52.725 54,795
2 0OP DENSITY 56 58 63 66
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 13,.72 13,823 15.31,4 17,887
4 21-65 AGE GROUP 24,807 23,268 24,781 28,377
5 PERCENT 21-65 52.6 48.3 47.0 51.8
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.4 12.1 11.3 12.5
7 % NONWHITE 1.1 1.2 1.6 2.5

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 17,131 17,205 18,344 20,867
9 Z EMPLOYED 21-65 69.1 73.9 74.0 73.5
10 Z FEMALES WORKING 26.9 32.5 37.2 41.0
11 X TERTIARY IND. 49.3 52.4 57.0 61.3
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.2 15.6 14.9 18.2
13 4 PUBL. ADMIN. 3.8 4.4 5.9 6.6
14 % EDUCAT ION 3.5 5.7 7.6 9.5
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.3 1.7 5.2 7.3
16 X F IN, I NS.REAL EST. 2.3 3.0 2.7 3.2
17 X MANAG.--PPOFESS. 13.4 15.3 16.1 16.2
18 X SECONDARY IND. 31.0 34.4 34.9 30.5
19 N MFG., 21+ EMPLS. 32 29 30 29
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 11 13 12 13
21 X PRIMARY IND. 19.7 13.2 8.1 8.2
22 X LAND IN AGR IC. 71.9 65.5 50.0 48.3
23 N FAQMS 2,349 1,625 1,038 932
24 ACRES HARVESTED 38,511 35,083 26,781 25,870
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 43,647 48,815 59,149 64,416

SOC IOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,783 5.106 8,668 17,104
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 9,601 14,399 19,503 19,499
28 t SOME COLLEGE 10.6 10.6 17.5 23.5
29 UNEMPLOYED 4.3 5.4 3.7 8.7
33 t FANS. I N POVERTY 31.0 22.0 13.7 13.5
31 FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 14.0 9.4 13.0 12.4

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
37 Z HSES W. PLUMBG 59.5 64.9 94.9 95.4
33 INFANT MORTALITY 28.7 Z1.5 14.7 10.9
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 10.6 12.4 9.5 10.9
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.7 ).0 0.0 0.0
36 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.1 16.1 19.5 20.3
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%MUM COUNTY

Located just east of Buffalo and Erie County, and well south
of the Thruway, Wyoming County is smaller than the average-sized
rural county. Its population of nearly 39,900 people is heavily
rural, with 73.8 percent living in places of less than twenty-
five hundred people. Over one-quarter (28.3 percent) of its work
force commute outside the county for employment.

Perry is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
under 4,200 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Wyoming County gained about 2,200 peo-
ple, including a net of 2,700 adults between twenty-one and
sixty-five years of age, and gained 2,100 households. Moreover,
between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew
by 2,000.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large,
although declining slightly, with 29 percent of the 1980 work
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Wyoming County had 10 plants
which employed a hundred or more persons, and 22 plants which
employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is larger
than average in total products sold and increasing, with a 1980
adjusted value of over $71 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 60 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is somewhat smaller than the average for upstate rural counties,
but is growing slowly.

Only about 23 percent of residents over twenty-five years
of age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is
somewhat lower than the average for comparable upstate rural

counties.

Wyoming County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 11 percent,
well above the average for other upstate counties. The county
had a slightly above-average poverty rate (15 percent), but a

Rlightly below -- average rate of marital disruption (19 percent).



COUNTY: WYOMING
CCUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY
I POPULATION
2 POP DENSITY
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES
4 21-65 AGE GROUP
5 PERCENT 21..65
6 PERCENT 65+
7 T NONWHITE

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED
9 X EMPLOYED 21-65
10 X FEMALES WORKING
11 X TERTIARY IND.
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES.
13 X PUBL. ADMIN.
14 X EDUCATION
15 X HEALTH SERVICE
16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST.
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS.
18 X SECONDARY IND.
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS.
2) N MFG.. 100+ EMPLS.
21 X PRIMARY IND.
22 % LAND IN AGRIC.
23 N FARMS
24 A -,'S HARVESTED
25 A. MT. VAL. AG.

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC.
28 X SOME COLLEGE
29 % UNEMPLOYED
30 T FAMS. IN POVERTY
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG
33 INFANT MORTALITY
34 SUICIDES PER CAP.
*35 HOMICIDES PER CAP.
36 % DISRUPTED MAPRGS.
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1950 196') 1970

32,822 34,793 37,688
55 58 63

9,090 9,583 10,610
17,747 17,327 18,618

54.1 49.8 49.4
11.6 11.9 10.9
1.9 2.4 3.3

11,719 12,227 13,422
66.0 70.6 72.1
26.2 33.3 36.2
46.8 52.9 58.2
12.6 12.2 14.5
5.6 5.5 5.9
3.7 6.0 8.3
2.6 2.1 5.7
1.7 2.5 2.1

13.0 15.0 15.1
28.4 30.5 30.2

26 21 21
10 9 9

24.7 16.5 11.6
85.1 75.1 62.6

2,217 1,619 1,140
32,582 28,753 23,967
48,187 57,136 69,779

2,754 5,428 9,526
9,501 15,307 21,434
11.9 11.9 16.6
5.0 6.0 3.4

32.4 19.6 10.7
11.8 10.4 15.8

64,1 70.3 96.3
28.1 21.1 19.1
9.1 5.7 5.3

1980

39,895
67

12,771
21,312

53.4
11.4
3.3

15,496
72.7
39.6
60.2
15.1
6.0
7.5
8.4
3.1
15.8
29.2

22
10

10.6
61.3
934

23,469
71,022

18,063
20,588

22.6
8.9

11.1
14.8

97.7
7.9
5.0

o.o o.a o.o 0.0
13.1 16.4 17.1 19.0

33,3
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ABE ME FDRE
0044 1694 OS
0349 2002 1900

10-14 2018 1978

15-19 1127 MS
e0-e4 1339 1191

23-15 126 UST

30-34 1367 914

33-19 1169 904

40-44 1178 972

43-49 1091 997

50-54 1024 964

53-59 912 907

60-64 769 718

6349 644 631

70-74 473 SO
73-79 328 503

00-84 212 336

Co 139 255

TM: 31688

IRE
1547

1634

IMO
1941

1793

1952

1794

1409

1144

961

969
NO
en
686

513

347

201

693

MIMI
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POPULATION DATA BY ABE /SEX

WYOMING

1930

FBBLE IRE

WM

FF E

1460 1293 1519

1618 1312.1

1719 19Q2 1604

1915 >886 1693

918 1214 1174

633 608

993 874

901 178 26

639 26 738

493 409 78R

393 210 493

186 437

39893 TOTAL: 41361

%JANICE: It. Y. Warta* of Comm
Norm of ttii Como - Nnr Yort

PREPARED 81: Economic Ora Ionia ad %clinical Ansistanct Cater
%ate ilnivirsity Collage, Plattsburgh, Ilms York 12901

WM

NILE FRAE 1891

1708 1631 1672

ISO 1983 1732
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WES COUNTY

Located on the northern shores of Iteuka Lake between Seneca
and Canandaigua Lakes in upstate New York's Finger Lakes Region,
Yates County is much smaller than the average-sized rural coun-

ty. Its population of 21,450 people is heavily rural, with 75.6

percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred peo-

ple. Over one-quarter (25.8 percent) of its work force commute
outside the county for employment.

Penn Yan is its largest place, with a 1980 population of

just over 5,200 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Yates County gained 1,600 people, in-

cluding a net of 1,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five

years of age, and gained 1,700 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by

1,370.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively small and

declining slightly, with 20 percent of the 1980 work force in

manufacturing. In 1980, Yates County had only 2 plants which

employed a hundred or more persons, and 8 plants Which employed

twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is smaller than

average in total products sold, though slightly increasing, with

a 1980 adjusted value of over $30.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 67 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage

is slightly smaller than the average for upstate rural counties,

and is d .easing slowly.

About 26 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had

some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly

lower than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Yates County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 8 percent,

average for other upstate counties. The county had a slightly
above-average poverty rate (15 percent), and a slightly above-

average rate of marital disruption (22 percent).
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COUNTY: YATES
COUNTY TYPE: 5

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMCGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 17,615 18,614 19,831 21,459
2 POP DENSITY 52 54 58 63
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 5,360 5,629 6,052 7,713
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 9,000 8,674 9,043 10,884
5 PERCENT 21 -65 51.1 46.6 45.6 50a
6 PERCENT 65+ 13.8 14.3 13.3 15.2
7 X NONWHITE 0.6 0.7 1.1 1.2

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 6,232 6,843 7,419 8,792
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 69.2 78.9 82.) 80.8
10 1 FEMALES WORKING 25.5 34.4 38.0 42.4
11 X TERTIARY IND. 55.2 60.6 67.8 66.5
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.9 17.0 16.5 15.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.9 3.4 3.8 4.0
14 X EDUCATION 8.3 10.2 12.7 13.9
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.4 2.1 6.8 7.3
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.8 1.7 2.4 2.2
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 13.9 14.2 15.2 15.9
18 X SECONDARY IND. 18.7 22.8 21.0 20.4
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 13 11 9 8
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 2 2 4 2

21 X PRIMARY IND. 26.1 16.6 11.3 13.1
2i I LAND IN AGRIC. 71.2 68.4 57.1 52.0
23 N FARMS 1,183 1,020 741 628
24 ACRES HARVESTED 15,580 14,968 12,495 11,379
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 21,910 25,339 29,790 30,519

SCCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 2,517 4,799 9,068 16,394
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 8,684 13,533 23,403 18,689
28 X SOME COLLEGE 13.0 13.0 21.4 26.2
29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.5 6.1 3.6 8.1
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 36.6 25.3 12.4 14.6
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 13.8 8.1 14.4 14.6

PERSCNAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 54.5 67.3 95.1 95.9
33 INFANT MORTALITY 19.6 28.9 12.9 4.7
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 17.0 48.4 5.0 18.6
35 HOMICIDES PEP CAP. 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7
36 1 DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.0 16.4 17.6 22.5
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N Y S County Type 6: Rural Counties
Under Limited Urban Influence

ALLEGANY FRANKLIN

CHENANGO LEWIS

E:LAWARE SULLIVAN
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ALLMAN!' COMET

Located in the middle of upstate New York's Southern Tier

and on the Southern Tier Expressway, Allegany County is one of

the seven most rural counties in the state. Its population of

just over 50,000 people is heavily rural, with 79.3 percent liv-

ing in places of twenty-five hundred people or less. Less than

one-fifth (17.6 percent) of its work force ommute outside the

county for employment.

Wellsville is its largest city, with a 1980 population of

nearly 5,800 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Allegany County gained 4,300 people,

including a net of nearly 4,000 adults between twenty-one and

sixty-five years of age, and gained 3,100 households. Moreover,

between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew

by 2,800.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large, and

stable, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing.

In 1980, Allegany County had only 5 plants which employed a hun-

dred or more persons, and 12 plants which employed twenty or more

persons. Its Agricultural base is lower than average in total

products sold, and declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value

of over $30 million.

Its service sector is large, with over 68 percent of the

1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage,

however, is somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate

rural counties, even if it is growing slowly.

The county has several colleges within its borders; 30 per-

cent of residents over twenty-five years of age had some college

background in 1980. This percentage is higher than the average

for comparable upstate rural counties.

Allegany County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 9.5 percent,

about the average of other comparable upstate counties. The

county had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent) but a

comparatively low rate of marital disruption (19 percent).
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COUNTY: ALLEGANY
COUNTY TYPE: 6

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGQAPHY
1 POPULATION 43,784 43,978 46,458 51,742
2 POP DENSITY 42 42 44 49
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 12,508 12,497 13,437 16,505
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 22,043 20,054 20,674 24,593
5 PERCENT 21-65 50.3 45.6 44.5 47.5
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.8 11.8 . 11.0 11.6
7 X NONWHITE 0.4 0.4 0.5 1.3

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 14,944 14,651 16,358 19,132
9 2 EMPLOYED 21 -65 67.8 73.1 79.1 77.8
10 X FEMALES WORKING 26.1 32.4 37.5 42.1
11 X TERTIARY IND. 50.3 58.3 65.4 67.6
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 13.6 15.0 14.4 17.6
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.8 3.0 3.8 3.9
14 X EDUCATION 8.9 12.2 18.6 18.9
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 1.9 2.2 4.7 6.2
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.6 2.5 3.1 3.6
17 X MANAG. - PROFESS. 17.0 21.7 22.2 21.5
18 X SECONDARY IND. 23.7 26.4 26.2 26.1
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 23 15 14 12
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 4 4 6 5
21 X PRIMARY IND. 25.9 15.3 8.4 6.3
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 62.1 50.8 38.0 34.5
23 N FARMS 2,604 1,718 1,112 961
24 ACRES HARVESTED 41,964 34,328 25,679 23,313
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 32,151 33,459 32,223 30,217

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 20763 4,828 8,718 16,203
27 ADJ MED. FAH. INC. 9,532 13,615 19,616 18,471
28 X SOME COLLEGE 17.3 17.3 25.0 29.9
29 X UNEMPLOYED 6.7 8.5 4.3 9.5
30 % FANS. IN POVERTY 30.9 25.9 14.8 16.4
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 12.2 7.7 13.7 11.5

PERSONAL WELLBEING
32 X HSES W., PLUMBG 68.3 72.0 96.6 97.4
33 INFANT MORTALITY 34.5 21.9 14.2 11.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 16.0 13.6 8.6 5.8
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.2 15.4 18.4 19.1
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CINNAMIC COUNTY

Located just north of Broome County and Binghamton, Chenango

County is smaller than the average-sized upstate rural county.

Its population of nearly 50,000 people is heavily rural, with

83.6 percent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred

people. Less than one-fifth (17.8 percent) of its work force

commute outside the county for employment.

Norwich is its largest city, with a 1:30 population of just

over 8,000 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Chenango County gained about 3,000

people, including a net of nearly 3,500 adults between twenty-one

and sixty-five years of age, and gained 3,000 households. More-

over, between 1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people

grew by about 3,100.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively large and

stable, with 34 percent of the 1980 work force in manufacturing.

In 1980, Chenango County had 15 plants which employed a hundred

or more persons, and 27 plants which employed twenty or more

persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in total

producits sold, though declining slightly, with a 1980 adjusted

value of over $55.3 million.

Its service sector is large, with 59 percent of the 1980

work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is

somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate rural coun-

ties, but it is growing slowly.

Twenty-five percent of people over twenty-five years of age

had some college background in 1980. This percentage is about

average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Chenango County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 7.2 percent,

below the average of other upstate counties. The county had an

average poverty rate (14 percent), and an average rate of marital

disruption (21 percent).

395
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COUNTY: CHENANGO
CCUNTY TYPES 6

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 39,138 43,243 46,368 49,344
2 POP DENSITY 43 48 51 54
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 11,446 12,444 13.839 16,858
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 20,233 20,454 22,071 25,566
5 PERCENT 21-65 51.7 47.3 47.6 51.8
6 PERCENT 65+ 12.9 12.2 11.2 12.5

7 X NONWHITE 0.5 0.6 0.8 1.0

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 15,136 16,273 17,412 209556
9 % EMPLOYED 21 -65 74.8 79.6 78.9 80.4
10 S FEMALES WORKING 27.2 32.6 38.6 43.0

11 X TERTIARY IND. 50.2 51.9 58.1 59.4
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 16.6 15.3 16.5 17.6
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.4 2.7 3.4 3.3

14 X EDUCATION . 3.8 5.5 8.1 9.0
15 % HEALTH SERVICE 1.8 1.5 4.2 6.0

16 % FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.0 2.7 2.7 3.6
17 % MANAG.- PROFESS. 15.8 18.6 21.2 18.6
18 % SECONDARY IND. 25.1 32.6 34.3 33.5

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 33 30 29 27

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 11 11 12 15

21 % PRIMARY IND. 24.7 15.6 7.6 7.2

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 71.6 64.6 47.4 44.0

23 N FARMS 2,689 1,889 1,196 1,054

24 ACRES HARVESTED 41,662 37,589 27,581 25,602
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 63,051 59,818 56,790 55,361

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAN. INCOME 2,774 5,308 8.983 169432
27 ADJ MED. FAR. INC. 9,570 14,969 20,212 18,733

28 X SOME COLLEGE 13.7 13.7 18.9 25.3

29 X UNEMPLOYED 3.3 4.5 4.1 7.2

30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 30.4 21.3 13.9 13.9

31 % FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 15.5 10.5 15.4 11.8

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 67.4 71.8 96.5 96.3

33 INFANT MORTALITY 29.9 26.0 21.7 14.7

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 12.8 9.3 17.3 8.1

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.6 0.0 0.0 6.1

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 15.0 16.1 18.3 21.2
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DELAWARE axon

A Catskill Mountain county on the eastern border of upstate
New York's Southern Tier, and located on the Southern Tier Ex-
pressway, Delaware County is about average in size among upstate
rural counties. Its population of 46,800 people is heavily
rural, with 75.3 percent living in places of less than twenty-
five hundred people. Less than one-sixth (14.9 percent) of its
work force commute outside the county for employment.

Sidney is its largest place, with a 1980 population of just
over 4,860 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Delaware County gained 2,100 people,
including a net of 2,400 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 2,500 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
2,000.

The manufacturing economic base is of average size and

increasing slightly, with 27 percent of the 1980 work force in
manufacturing. In 1980, Delaware County had 10 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 22 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than
average in total products sold, even if declining, with a 1980
adjusted value of over $62.5 million.

Its service sector is large, with 64 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat smaller than the average for other upstate rural coun-
ties, but it is declining slowly.

About 27 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is near the

average for other comparable upstate rural counties.

Delaware County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 7.6 percent,
slightly below the average among other upstate counties. The

county had a comparatively high poverty rate (16 percent), and an
average rate of marital disruption (21 percent).
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COUNTY: DELAWARE
COUNTY TYPE: 6

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 44,420 43,540 44,718 46,824
2 POP DENSITY 31 30 31 33
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 12,810 12,817 13,910 16,483
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 23,128 21,204 21,330 23,745
5 PERCENT 21 -65 52.1 48.7 47.7 50.7
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.1 12.0 13.0 14.7
7 $ NONWHITE 0.2 0.5 0.9 1.3

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 16,738 16,227 16,304 18,260
9 $ EMPLOYED 21 -65 72.4 76.5 76.4 76.9
10 X FEMALES WORKING 24.4 30.4 36.2 41.6
11 X TERTIARY IND. 48.6 52.4 65.2 63.6
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 13.6 14.7 16.2 15.6
13 $ PUBL. ADMIN. 2.5 3.0 4.6 3.6
14 X EDUCATION 4.5 7.1 11.4 12.8
15 2 HEALTH SERVICE 2.0 1.7 4.3 6.7
16 X FIN.INS9REAL EST. 1.6 1.7 3.2 3.3
17 X MANAG.-PROFESS. 15.5 17.7 19.8 19.4
18 X SECONDARY IND. 19.4 24.2 22.7 26.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 21 19 22 22
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 3 5 9 10

21 X PRIMARY IND. 32.0 23.4 12.1 9.6
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 67.0 59.8 39.4 33.8
23 N FARMS 3,234 2,486 1,456 1,146
24 ACRES HARVESTED 61,855 55,208 36,374 31,205
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 87.572 78,322 76,149 62,515

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAO,. INCOME 2,556 4,856 8,494 16,072
27 ADJ MED. FAR. INC. 8,818 13,694 19,112 18,322
28 X SOME COLLEGE 13.1 13.1 20.6 26.7
29 t UNEMPLOYED 4.4 5.8 5.3 7.6
30 1 FANS. IN POVERTY 35.9 25.5 16.5 15.6
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 12.2 8.6 14.1 12.3

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 1 HSES W. PLUMBG 70.1 64.4 96.6 97.5
33 INFANT MORTALITY 24.0 26.9 22.7 10.5
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 27.0 11.5 8,9 12.8
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 2.3 4.5 8.5
36 1 DISRUPTED NARRGS. 13.6 15.5 19.0 21.6
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KS= COUNTY

Located in the heart of the Adirondacks on Lake Champlain
and along the Interstate 87 Northway in upstate New York, Essex
County is smaller than the average -sized upstate rural county.
Its population of 36,100 people is heavily rural, with 87.8 per-
cent living in places of less than twenty-five hundred people.
Less than onesixth (14.7 percent) of its work force commute
outside this county for employment.

Ticonderoga is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
2,930 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Essex County gained 1,500 people,
including a net of 2,300 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 2,200 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
1,000.

-The manufacturing economic base is comparatively small,
though increasing slightly, with only 17 percent of the 1980 work
force in manufacturing. In 1980, Essex County had 3 plants which
employed a hundred or more persons, and 9 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is very small and
well below average in total products sold, although increasing
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $9.3 million.

Its service sector is large, with 78 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat larger than the average for other upstate rural coun-
ties, and is growing very slowly.

About 29 percent of people over twenty-five years of age had
some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
higher than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Essex County's unemployment rate in 1980 was very high (15
percent), well above the average of other upstate counties. But

the county's poverty rate (15 percent) and. rate of marital dis-
ruption (22 percent) were only slightly above average.
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COUNTY: ESSEX
COUNTY TYPE: 6

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 35,086 35,300 34,631 36,176
2 POP DENSITY 19 19 19 20
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 9,793 10,072 10,660 12,879
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 18,275 17,015 16,519 18,851
5 PERCENT 21-65 52.1 48.2 47.7 52.1
6 PERCENT 65+ 10.2 11.5 12.3 14.6
7 S NONWHITE 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.8

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 10.981 11,360 11,978 13,032
9 X EMPLOYED 21....65 60.1 66.8 72.5 69.1
10 X FEMALES WORKING 24.0 30.2 35.2 42.0
11 X TERTIARY IND. 64.1 68.2 77.8 78.3
12 I RETAIL, WHOLES. 14.6 17.2 13.8 18.3
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.2 4.4 6.7 8.3
14 X EDUCATION 5.3 7.5 9.5 12.2
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 6.6 3.8 6.7 7.2
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.5 2.4 3.8 4.0
17 % MANAG.-PPROFESS. 17.4 18.9 18.9 22.7
18 X SECONDARY IND. 17.5 17.3 13.3 16.7
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 12 8 7 9
20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 4 2 1 3
21 % PRIMARY IND. 18.3 14.5 8.9 5.1
22 % LAND IN AGRIC. 16.8 10.8 6.5 6.1
23 N FARMS 1,156 529 285 253
24 ACRES HARVESTED 199597 129598 79582 7,116
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 13,159 9,077 8,995 9,358

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAH. INCOME 2,493 4,969 8,145 169271
27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 8,601 14,013 18,326 18,549
28 X SOME COLLEGE 14.2 14.2 18.0 29.1
29 X UNEMPLOYED .-- 9.5 9.7 4.9 14.5
30 X FARS. IN POVERTY 34.9 23.5 15.5 15.1
31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 10.1 10.0 12.3 12.9

PERSONAL WELL- -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUME* 66.5 71.3 94.2 96.6
33 INFANT MORTALITY 31.3 17.2 20.5 11.9
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 17.1 14.2 5.8 5.5
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 14.0 16.9 21.9 22.7
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IMMIX COUNTY

Located in the center of the three northernmost counties in
upstate New York, between the St. Lawrence Seaway and the Adiron-
dack Mountains, Franklin County is about average among upstate
rural counties. Its population of nearly 45,000 people is large-
ly rural, with 63.8 percent living in places of lees than twenty-
five hundred people. Less than one-sixth (14.9 percent) of its
work force commute outside the county for employment.

Malone is its largest place, with a 1980 population of 7,660
people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Franklin County gained 1,000 people,
including a net of 1,800 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 2,200 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
2,300.

The manufacturing economic base is comparatively small and
declining slightly, with only 17 percent of the 1980 work force
in manufacturing. In 1980, Franklin County had 4 plants which
employed a hundred more persons, and 14 plants which employed
twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is slightly small-
er than average in total products sold, even if increasing
slightly, with a 1980 adjusted value of $36.1 million.

Its service sector is large, with 77 percent of the 1980
work force engaged in service industries. This percentage is
somewhat higher than the average for other upstate rural coun-
ties, and is growing slowly.

About 25 percent of 'residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
lower than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Franklin County's unemployment rate in 1980 was a relatively
high 12 percent, well above the average of other upstate coun-
ties. The county had a comparatively high poverty rate (18 per-
cent), and a slightly above-average rate of marital disruption
(22.7 percent).

407
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COUNTY: FRANKLIN
COUNTY TYPE: 6

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 44,830 44,742 43,931 44,929
2 POP DENSITY 27 27 26 27
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 12,055 12,561 12,907 15,127
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 22,788 20,984 19,637 22,497
5 PERCENT 21 -65 50.8 46.9 44.7 50.1
6 PERCENT 65+ 9.8 11.1 11.8 12.8
7 S NONWHITE 3.6 4.0 4.0 5.4

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 14,738 13,767 13,693 15,926
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 64.7 65.6 69.7 70.8
10 X FEMALES WORKING 28.1 34.9 38.9 43.4
11 X TERTIARY IND. 63.1 70.1 73.5 76.5
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 17.1 19.2 19.5 18.4
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.0 4.5 5.6 8.7

14 X EDUCATION 4.8 8.6 12.0 14.0
15 S HEALTH SERVICE 7.6 6.3 9.6 10.7
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.8 2.4 1.9 2.9

17 1 MANAG.PROFESS. 16.1 17.6 19.5 20.8
18 % SECONDARY IND. 17.3 17.2 19.0 16.9
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 18 18 19 14

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 5 5 2 4

21 X PRIMARY IND. 19.6 12.6 7.4 6.7

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 24.3 22.6 17.5 16.2

23 N FARMS 2,074 1,293 778 607
24 ACRES HARVESTED 26,277 24,439 18,924 17,518
25 ADJ. MKT., VAL. AG. 33,788 26,562 35,437 36,124

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAS. INCOME 2,474 .... 4,639 7,870 14,966
27 ADJ MED. FAM. INC. 8,535 13,082 17,708 17.061

28 X SOME COLLEGE 10.8 10.8 16.3 24.9
29 X UNEMPLOYED 11.7 16.1 9.4 12.3
30 X FARS. IN POVERTY 36.9 27.4 20.0 18.4
31 X FAMS. IN AFFLUENCE 12.7 8.3 11.4 10.9

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 % HSES W. PLUMBG 58.7 58.5 89.5 95.3
33 INFANT MORTALITY 36.5 34.8 20.3 10.0
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 6.7 13.4 0.0 15.6
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2

35 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.6 17.7 21.9 22.7

408
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MIS COUNTY

Located in the heart of the Tug Hill area between Utica-Rome
and Watertown in upstate New York, Lewis County is much smaller
thaw the average rural county. Its population of 25,000 people
is heavily rural, with 86.6 percent living in places of less than
twenty-five hundred people. Less than one-fifth (18.0 percent)
of its work force commute outside the county for employment.

Lowville is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
just over 3,360 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Lewis County gained 2,400 people, in-
cluding a net of 2,000 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five
years of age, and gained 1,400 households. Moreover, between
1970 and 1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by
1,200.

The manufacturing economic base is about average although
declining slightly, with 26 percent of the 1980 work force in
manufacturing. In 1980, Lewis County had 8 plants which employed
a hundred or more persons, and 12 plants which employed twenty or
more persons. Its agricultural base is larger than average in
total products sold, and increasing slightly, with a 1980 adjust-
ed value of nearly $54 million.

Over 57 percent of the 1980 work force was engaged in ser-
vice industries. This percentage is somewhat smaller than the
average for other upstate rural counties, but is growing slowly.

Only about 21 percent of residents over tumnty-five years of
age had some college background in 1980. This percentage is

lower than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Lewis County's unemployment rate in 1980, at 10.3 percent,
was above the average of other upstate counties. The county had
a somewhat high poverty rate (15 percent), but a lower -than -

average rate of marital disruption (17 percent).
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COUNTY: LEWIS
COUNTY TYPE: 6

TABLE TITLE 1950 1960 1970 1980

DEMOGRAPHY
1 POPULATION 22,521 23,249 23,644 25,035
2 POP DENSITY 17 18 18 19
3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 6,046 6,243 6,635 8,051
4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 11.018 10.369 10,498 12,465
5 PERCENT 21 -65 48.9 44.6 44.4 49.8
6 PERCENT 65+ 11.3 11.5 10.8 11.6
7 X NONWHITE 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 8,193 7,935 8,057 9,253
9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 74.4 76.5 76.7 74.2
10 X FEMALES WORKING 22.8 27.9 34.8 38.5
11 X TERTIAPY IND. 41.6 46.2 52.6 57.1
12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 9.7 11.2 12.7 14.9
13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 2.9 4.T 5.1 5.0
14 X EDUCATION 4.6 6.9 9.3 9.9
15 X HEALTH SERVICE 1.5 1.6 3.2 8.3
16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 1.3 1.9 2.9 1.5
17 X MANAG.- PROFESS. 12.6 13.8 14.0 16.6
18 X SECONDARY IND. 25.2 27.5 27.6 26.3
19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 18 16 13 12

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 5 6 7 8
21 X PRIMARY IND. 33.3 26.2 19.8 16.6
22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 38.7 35.1 26.5 25.3
23 N FARMS 1,701 1.291 905 771

24 ACPES HARVESTED 32,534 29,508 22,278 21.269
25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 38,134 39,841 52.902 53,949

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,561 4.7611 8,053 16,257
27 AIM MED. FAN. INC. 8.835 13.423 18,119 18.533
28 X SOME COLLEGE 10.5 10.5 14.6 21.3
29 X UNEMPLOYED 5.8 6.2 4.5 10.3
30 X FANS. IN POVERTY 35.0 26.2 . 16.8 15.1

31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 10.9 8.1 11.2 11.8

PERSONAL WELL-BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 51.2 61.0 93.2 96.0
33 INFANT MORTALITY 27.2 18.4 14.3 7.3
34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 26.6 8.6 8.5 16.0
35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 13.6 14.0 15.7 17.0
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SULLIVAN COO=

Located in the heart of the Catskill resort area on upstate
New York's Southern Tier Expressway, Sullivan County is slightly
larger than the average rural county. Its population of 65,100
people is heavily rural, with 83.7 percent living in places of
less than twenty-five hundred people. Less than one-seventh
(14.2 percent) of its work force commute outside the county for
employment.

Monticello is its largest place, with a 1980 population of
just over 6,300 people.

Between 1970 and 1980 Sullivan County gained about 12,600
people (one of the largest net increases among rural counties),
including 8,300 adults between twenty-one and sixty-five years of
age, and gained 6,100 households. Moreover, between 1970 and
1980 the number of jobs held by its people grew by 5,000.

The manufacturing economic base is very small although
increasing slightly, with only 9 percent of the 1980 work force
in manufacturing. In 1981, Sullivan County had only 1 plant
which employed a hundred or-sore persons, and 9 plants which
employed twenty or more persons. Its agricultural base is about
average in total products sold, although declining, with a 1980
adjusted value of $44.8 .million.

Its service sector is very large, with 88 percent of the
1980 work force engaged in service industries. This percentage
is well above the average for other upstate rural counties, al-
though declining slowly.

About 26 percent of residents over twenty-five years of age
had some college background in 1980. This percentage is slightly
lower than the average for comparable upstate rural counties.

Sullivan County's unemployment rate in 1980 was 9 percent,
about average for other comparable upstate counties. The county
had a comparatively high poverty rate (17 percent), and an above -
average rate of marital disruption (24 percent).
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COUNTY: SULLIVAN
CCUNTY TYPE: 6

TABLE TITLE

DEMOGRAPHY

1950 1960 1970 1980

1 POPULATION 40,731 45,272 52,580 65,155

2 POP DENSITY 42 47 54 67

3 OCCUPIED HOUSES 12,347 14,112 16,865 23,021

4 21 -65 AGE GROUP 22,337 23,270 26,711 35,028

5 PERCENT 21-65 54.8 51.4 50.8 53.8

6 PERCENT 65+ 11.3 13.0 13.1 15.1

7 X NONWHITE 1.8 4.4 7.3 9.5

INDUSTRY
8 N EMPLOYED 15,549 16,631 19,961 24,839

9 X EMPLOYED 21 -65 69.6 71.5 74.7 70.9

10 S FEMALES WORKING 22.4 30.6 35.6 40.6

11 X TERTIARY IND. 79.0 84.4 89.1 87.5

12 X RETAIL, WHOLES. 18.6 19.5 20.2 18.6

13 X PUBL. ADMIN. 4.2 5.0 5.5 6.3

14 X EDUCATION 3.3 6.3 8.6 9.7

15 X HEALTH SERVICE 2.1 3.2 6.0 10.1

16 X FIN,INS,REAL EST. 2.2 3.0 4.1 4.4

17 X MANAG.PROFESS. 20.6 22.3 22.3 23.5

18 X SECONDARY IND. 6.3 7.5 6.0 8.8

19 N MFG., 20+ EMPLS. 10 10 10 9

20 N MFG., 100+ EMPLS. 1 1 1 1

21 X PRIMARY IND. 14.7 8.1 4.9 3.7

22 X LAND IN AGRIC. 30.4 21.5 14.8 12.1

23 N FARMS 1,881 1,034 647 475

24 ACRES HARVESTED 18,944 13,398 9,223 7,540

25 ADJ. MKT. VAL. AG. 32,167 35,980 69,293 44,827

SOCIOECONOMIC
26 MED. FAM. INCOME 2,622 5,198 8,893 15.925

27 ADJ MED. FAN. INC. 9,046 14,658 20,009 18,155

28 X SOME COLLEGE 10.4 10.4 18.7 26.3

29 X UNEMPLOYED 4.7 7.7 5.0 9.0

30 X FARS. IN POVERTY 35.5 21.9 16.7 17.0

31 X FANS. IN AFFLUENCE 13.3 12.9 16.0 14.2

PERSONAL WELL -BEING
32 X HSES W. PLUMBG 64.9 75.7 96.3 97.1

33 INFANT MORTALITY 31.3 29.9 22.0 15.5

34 SUICIDES PER CAP. 14.7 15.5 11.4 9.2

35 HOMICIDES PER CAP. 2.5 0.0 11.4 1.5

36 X DISRUPTED MARRGS. 12.7 16.4 22.5 23.9

416
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POPULATION PYRAMID CHART, NEW YORK STATE
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DATA SOURCES

U.S. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Census of Population (1950,
1960, 1970); Summary Tape File (S.T.F.) #3, 1980; Vol. I -
Number of Inhabitants; Vol. II - General Population Charac-
teristics. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C.

ITEMS: Fig. 1 Population Sire
2 Population Density (Persons per Square Mile)
3 Number of Occupied Housing Units
4 Number of Persons Aged 21-25 Years
5 Potential Adult Labor Force
6 Percent Population 65 Years and Older
7 Percent Population Nonwhite
8 Number Population Age 14-and-Over, and Em-

ployed
9 Percent Potential Labor Force Employed

10 Percent Females in Workplace
11 Percent Employed in Tertiary Industry
12 Percent Employed in Retail/Wholesale Trade
13 Percent Public Administration Employees
14 Percent Employed in Education
15 Percent Employed in Health Services
16 Percent Employed in Finance, Insurance, Real

Estate
17 Percent Managerial or Professional Occupa-

tion
18 Percent Employed in Secondary Industries
21 Percent Employed in Primary Industries
26 Unadjusted Median Family Income
27 Ad usted Median Family Income
28 Pe ent Population Aged 25 or More Who Have

Com eted Some College
29 Perce t Unemployed
30 Percent Families in Poverty
31 Percent Families in Affluence
32 Percent Sound Dwellings
36 Percent Disrupted Marriages

423
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U.S. Bureau of the Census. County and. City Data Book (1952,
1956, 1962, 1972). U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C.

ITEMS: Fig. 2 Population Density (Area Figures)
3 Number of Occupied Housing Units
19 Number of Manufacturing Units Employing 20

or More Persons
20 Number of Manufacturing Units Employing 100

or More Persons
26 Unadjusted Median Family Income
27 Adjusted Median Family Income
32 Percent Dwellings with Indoor Plumbing

U.S. Bureau of the Census. Census of Agriculture (1950, 1959,
1969, 1978). U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C.

ITEMS: Fig. 22 Percent Land in Agriculture
23 Total Number of Farms
24 Total Acres Harvested
25 Total Market Value of Agricultural Products

Sold

Bureau of the Census. Census of Manufacturing (1972, 1977).
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.

ITEMS: Fig. 19 Number of Manufacturing Units Employing 20
or More Persons

20 Number of Manufacturing Units Employing 100
or More Persons

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Vital Statis-
tics of the U.S. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washing-
ton, D.C.

ITEMS: Fig. 33 Infant Mortality Rate (1950-1970)
34 Suicides Per 100,000 Population
35 Homicides Per 100,000 Population

N.Y.S. Department of Health. Vital Statistics of New York.
State Center for Health Statistics, Albany, N.Y.

ITEMS: Fig. 33 Infant Mortality Rate as a
Percentage of Live Births (1979-1981)

N.Y.S. Department of Health, State Center for Health Statistics,
Albany, N.Y. Data provided for:

ITEMS: Fig. 34 Suicides Per 100,000 Population (1980)
35 Homicides Per 100,000 Population (1980)
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DATA NOTES

Tables 4-6. Age-Sex Distributions and Population Pyramids

Source: New York State Department of
Bureau of the Census ---New York

Prepared by: Economic Development and

Assistance Center, State University
Plattsburgh, New York 12901

Commerce,

Technical
College,

Figures 22-25. There were several changes in the definition of a
farm between 1950 and 1980, so comparisons over
time should be viewed cautiously. In 1950, the
definition of a farm included units where the
value of agricultural products, for home use or
sale, exceeded $150. Between 1959 and 1974, a
farm was considered to be any place with less
than ten acres from which $250 or more of agri-
cultural products were sold (note: home use did
not count) or any place of ten acres or more
where $50 or more of agricultural products were
sold during the census year. In 1978, the defi-
nition was any place from which $1,000 or more of
agricultural products were or normally would have
been sold during the census year. In our calcu-
lations, no changes were made in the tables to
reflect these differences in definitions.

Figure 27.

For Figure 22, the following index, based on

prices paid to farmers for all agricultural prod-
ucts across the United States, was used to con-
vert the value to 1980 dollars:

1949 3.85; 1959 3.22; 1969 2.63; 1979 1.28; 1980

1.0

The following adjustment factors were used to

calculate the Adjusted Median Family Income in
1980 dollars:

1949 3.45; 1959 2.82; 1969 2.25; 1979 1.14; 1980

1.00

These are based on the Consumer Price Index and
the purchasing power of the dollar in those

years.
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